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CERTAIN EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS 
TO VETERANS 


MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1951 


Un irep STATES SENATE, 
ComMirrer ON Lasor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10:05 a. m., pursuant to call, in the Old 
Supreme Court Room, the Capitol, Hon. James E. Murray (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present: Senators Murray and Aiken. 

Present also: Bill Coburn, chief clerk; Ray Rodgers, assistant 
committee clerk; William G. Reidy and Melvin W. Sneed, profes- 
sional staff members. 

The CHarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

The subject of this hearing is S. 1940, a bill introduced by Senators 
Walter S. George and Robert S. Kerr. The purpose of S. 1940 is to 
provide certain educational and training benefits to veterans who 
served in the active military, naval, or Air Force on or after June 
97, 1950. 

The pending bill differs in certain important particulars from the 
present law governing educational and training benefits now available 
to veterans of World War I, and the committee is hopeful that the 
witnesses will give consideration to these differences during the course 
of their testimony. In this connection, the committee staff has pre- 
pared a comparative print which shows the differences between S. 1940 
and the present law. I now submit both S. 1940 and the comparative 
print for inclusion in the record. 

(S. 1940 and the comparative print are as follows: ) 


[S. 1940, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide certain educational and training benefits to veterans who served in the 
active military, naval, or air service on or after June 27, 1950 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1, title I, Public Law Numbered 
2, Seventy-third Congress, as amended, is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof a new subsection known as subsection (h) and to read as follows: 

“(h) Any person who served in the active military, naval, or air service on 
or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall thereafter be determined 
by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, shall be 
entitled to education or training subject to the provisions and limitations of part 
X of Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended.” 

Sec. 2. Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, is hereby amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new part to be known as part X and to read as 
follows: 

“Part X 


“1. Any person who served in the active military, naval, or air service on or 
after June 27, 1950, and prior to such a date as shall hereafter be determined 


1 
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by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress (herein- 
after referred to as the basic service period), and who shall have been discharged 
or released therefrom under conditions other than dishonorable, and whose educa- 
tion or training was interrupted by reason of his entrance into the service, or 
who desires a course of education or training for a period of not in excess of 
twelve months, and who either shall have served ninety days or more, exclusive 
of any period he was assigned to a civilian institution for a course of education 
or training under the Army, the Navy, or the Air Force which course was sub- 
stantially the same as established courses offered to civilians, or as a cadet or 
midshipman at one of the service academies, or shall have been discharged or 
released from active service by reason of an actual service-incurred injury 
or disability, shall be eligible for and entitled to receive a course of education or 
training under this part: Provided, That such course shall be initiated not later 
than two years after the date of his discharge unless he shall, within the two- 
year period and prior to termination of the basic service period, return to active 
duty in the Armed Forces, in which event his two-year period shall cease to run 
until his subsequent discharge: Provided further, That no such course of educa- 
tion or training shall be afforded beyond seven years after the termination of 
the basic service period: And provided further, That any such person who had 
not passed his twenty-third birthday on June 27, 1950, or the date he entered the 
service, whichever is later, shall be deemed to have had his education or training 
interrupted. 

“2. Any such eligible person upon application to the Administrator, shall be 
entitled to a course of education or training to assist him in attaining an educa- 
tional or vocational objective for a period not to exceed the time such person was 
in the active service on or after June 27, 1950, and before such date as shall there- 
after be determined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the 
Congress (the basic service period), exclusive of any period he was assigned 
to a civilian institution for a course of education or training under the Army, 
the Navy or the Air Force which course was substantially the same as estab- 
lished courses offered to civilians or as a cadet or midshipman at one of the 
service academies, but an eligible person whose education or training was not 
interrupted by reason of his entrance into the service shall not be entitled to 
more than twelve months of education or training under this law: Provided, 
That in no event shall the total period of education or training under this part 
X, or under both this part and part VIII of Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), 
as amended, exceed forty-eight months: Provided further, That his work con- 
tinues to be satisfactory throughout the period, according to the regularly pre- 
scribed standards and practices of the institution: Provided further, That for 
veterans in schools regularly operated on the quarter or semester system, wher- 
ever the period of eligibility ends during a quarter or semester and after a 
major part of such quarter or semester has expired, such period shall be 
extended to the termination of such unexpired quarter or semester. In all other 
institutional courses, wherever the period of eligibility ends after a major 
portion of the course is completed, such period may be extended not more 
than nine weeks to completion. 

“3. (a) Such person shall be eligible for and entitled to such course of educa- 
tion or training, in full-time (or the equivalent thereof in part-time) training, 
as he may elect, and at any approved educational or training institution at which 
he chooses to enroll, whether or not located in the State in which he resides, 
which will accept or retain him as a student or trainee in any field or branch 
of knowledge which such institution finds him qualified to undertake or pursue: 
Provided, That, prior to the applicable delimiting date for initiating his course 
and subject to the limitations of subparagraph (c) of this paragraph 3, such 
person shall be entitled to change his course of education or training once with- 
out approval from the Administrator: Provided further, That the Administrator 
is authorized to approve additional changes of course of education or training 
when he finds that— 

“A. The veteran is not making satisfactory progress in his present course 
and the failure is not due to his own miseonduct, his own neglect, or his 
own lack of application; or 

“B. The course to which the veteran desires to change is more in keeping 
with his aptitude, previous education, training, or other such pertinent 
facts; or 

“C. A course to which the veteran desires to change, while not a part of 
the course currently pursued by him, is a normal progression from said 
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course and will enable him to attain his educational or vocational objective; 
or 
“D. There exist other most cogent reasons for the change: 
And provided further, That any such course of education or training may be 
discontinued at any time, if it is found by the Administrator that, according to 
the regularly prescribed standards and practices of the institution, the conduct or 
progress of such person is unsatisfactory. 

“(b) Any such eligible person may apply for a course of instruction by cor- 
respondence without any subsistence allowance: Provided, That one-fourth of the 
elapsed time in following such course shall be charged against the veteran's 
period of eligibility: Provided further, That the Administrator shall hove au- 
thority to contract with approved institutions for such courses if he finds that 
the agreed cost is reasonable and fair: And provided further, That the provisions 
of paragraph 5 shall not prevent the payment of such agreed rates. 

“(c) The Administrator shall refuse approval to any course elected or com- 
menced by a veteranf which is avocational or recreational in character. The fol- 
lowing courses shall be presumed to be avocational or recreational in character: 
Dancing courses; photography courses; flight and glider courses; bartending 
courses ; personality-development courses; entertainment courses ; music courses, 
instrumental and vocal; public-speaking courses; and courses in sports and ath- 
letics such as horseback riding, swimming, fishing, skiing, golf, baseball, tennis, 
bowling, and sports officiating (except applied music, physical education, or 
public-speaking courses which are offered by institutions of higher learning for 
credit ‘as an integral part of a course leading to an educational objective) ; 
but no such course shall be considered to be avocational or recreational in 
character if the veteran submits complete justification that such course will 
contribute to bona fide use in the veteran’s present or contemplated business 
or occupation; and the Administrator may find any other course to be avoca- 
tional or recreational in character. 

“4. From time to time the Administrator shall secure from the appropriate 
agency of each State a list of the educational and training institutions (includ- 
ing industrial establishments), within such jurisdiction, which are qualified and 
equipped to furnish education or training, which institutions, together with such 
additional ones as may be recognized and approved by the Administrator, shall 
be deemed qualified and approved to furnish education or training to such per- 
sons as shall enroll under this part: Provided, That. wherever there are estab- 
lished State apprenticeship agencies expressly charged by State laws to adminis- 
ter apprentice training, whenever possible, the Administrator shall utilize such 
existing facilities and services in training on the job when such training is of a 
year’s duration or more: Provided further, That any school operated for profit 
shall not be deemed to be qualified and approved for the enrollment of veterans 
not already enrolled during any period in which the Administrator finds that it 
has fewer than twenty-five equivalent full-time students or one-third of the 
equivalent full-time students enrolled (whichever is larger), paying all of their 
own tuition without rebate or scholarships: Provided further, That no school 
or course shall be deemed qualified and approved unless the Administrator finds 
that it was in operation for a period of one year immediately prior to the date 
of approval, but this shall not require or permit the disapproval of (a) any 
course in a public school or other tax-supported school, (b) any course in an 
institution which has been in operation for a period of more than one year which 
does not completely depart from the whole character of the instruction previously 
given by such institution, or (c) any course in an institution which has been in 
operation for a period of more than one year, by reason of a change in the 
location of such institution from one point to another within the same general 
locality: Provided That upen the certification of any State approval agency, that 
a new or existing institution is essential to meet the requirements of veterans 
in such State, the Administrator in his discretion may approve such an institution 
notwithstanding the provisions of this paragraph. 

“5. (a) The Administrator shall pay to the educational or training institution 
for each person enrolled in a course of education or training an amount not to 
exceed one-half of such tuition and fees as are charged regular nonveteran 
students of the same category, but in no event shall the total amount paid by 
the veteran and the Administrator exceed that charged to other students in 
similar category within the institution for the successful pursuit and completion 
of the course: Provided, That in no event shall such payments by the Adminis- 
trator, with respect to any person, exceed $300 for a full-time course for an 
ordinary school year: Provided further, That no payments shall be made to insti- 
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tutions, business or other establishments furnishing apprentice or other training 
on the job: And provided further, That, subject to the first proviso hereof, where 
the enrollment in any course in a nonprofit school (including an institutional 
on-farm training course) consists of fewer than one-third of the students enrolled 
paying all of their own tuition, the Administrator shall determine a fair and 
reasonable rate to be paid for such course by the Administrator and the veteran : 
And provided further, That as to any veteran who pursues a course of education 
or training full time or part time without subsistence allowance, the Adminis- 
trator shall pay to the approved institution the charges for tuition and fees 
required of other students for the successful pursuit and completion of the course 
by other students in the institution, or the fair and reasonable rate established 
in applicable cases pursuant to the third proviso hereof, but not in excess of 
the rate of $600 for a full-time course for an ordinary school year. 

“(b) In any case where it is found that an overpayment to a veteran of sub- 
sistence allowance (which overpayment has not been recovered or waived) is 
proved in a hearing before the Committee on Waivers of the appropriate Vet- 
erans’ Administration regional office to be the result of willful or negligent 
failure of the school to report, as required by applicable regulation or contract, 
to the Veterans’ Administration unauthorized or excessive absences from a 
course, or discontinuance or interruption of a course by the veteran, the amount 
of such overpayment shall, at the discretion of the Administrator, constitute a 
liability of the school for such failure to report, and may be recovered by an 
offset from the amounts otherwise due the school or in other appropriate action: 
Provided, That any amount so collected shall be reimbursed if the overpayment 
is received from the veteran, This provision shall not preclude the imposition 
of any civil or criminal action under any other statute. 

“6. (a) While enrolled in and pursuing a course under this part, such person, 
upon application to the Administrator and certification of actual attendance each 
month, shall be paid an allowance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment be- 
ginning with the first day of required attendance and ending with the last day 
of required attendance of a given academic year or other enrollment period, 
including not in excess of thirty days in a calendar year for absences authorized 
by the institution or establishment and days when the institution is not regularly 
in session, not counting as absences week ends or legal holidays established by 
Federal or State law during which the institution is not regularly in session: 
Provided, That (1) while so enrolled and pursuing a course of full-time insti- 
tutional training, such person shall be paid an allowance for subsistence, sup- 
plies, and equipment of $80 per month if without a dependent or dependents, or 
$110 per month if he has one dependent, or $125 per month if he has more than 
one dependent, and (2) while so enrolled and pursuing a course of part-time 
institutional training, or a course of institutional on-farm training, or a course 
of apprenticeship training, or other training on the job, or combination course, 
such person shall be paid an allowance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment 
at the rate, for a full-time course, of $70 per month if without a dependent or 
dependents, or $95 per month if he has a dependent or dependents: Provided 
further, That while so enrolled and pursuing a course of institution on-farm 
training, or a course of apprenticeship training, or other training on the job, 
such allowance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment shall be reduced each 
four months as the course progresses in the ratio that such four months’ period 
bears to the total length of the veteran’s approved course under this part, con- 
verted to the next higher four months’ interval in the case of a course which is 
not equal to an exact multiple of four months: Provided further, That such per- 
son attending a course on less than one-half time basis shall not be entitled to 
an allowance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment: Provided further, That 
at the beginning of the veteran’s course, or enrollment period, and each twelve 
months thereafter, if continuously enrolled, the Administrator shall require a 
report of income from productive labor reasonably to be expected by the veteran 
during his enro!lment period or the next twelve months’ period if he will be 
continuously enrolled, and the veteran’s allowance for subsistence, supplies, and 
equipment shall be adjusted prospectively so that in no event shall the rate of 
such allowances plus the income from productive labor reasonably expected to 
be received by the veteran exceed the rate of $2.580 for a twelve months’ period 
for a veteran without a dependent, or $3,300 for a twelve months’ period for a 
veteran with one dependent, or $5,540 for a twelve months’ period for a veteran 
with two or more dependents. 

“(b) For the purpose of this part, a trade or technical course, offered on a 
clock-hour basis below the college level, for training in those occupations which 





EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO VETERANS 5 


are customarily learned through apprenticeships or other training on-the-job 
shall be considered a full-time course when a minirium of thirty-six hours per 
week of attendance is required. 

“7, Any such person eligible for the benefits of this part, who is also eligible. 
for the benefit of part VII, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), may elect 
either benefit or may be provided and approved combination of such courses: 
Provided, That the total period of any such combined courses shall not exceed 
the maximum period or limitations under the part affording the greater period 
of eligibility. 

“8. No department, agency, or officer of the United States, in carrying out the 
provisions of this part, shall exercise any supervision or control, whatsvever, 
over any State educational agency, or State apprenticeship agcn y, or any edu- 
eational or training institution: Provided, That nothing in this section shall 
be deemed to prevent any department, agency, or officer of the United States 
from exercising any supervision or control which such department, agency, or 
officer is authorized, by existing provisions of law, to exercise over any Federal 
educational or trading institution, or to prevent the furnishing of education or 
training under this part in any institution over which supervision or control 
is exercised by such other department, agency, or officer under authority of 
existing provisions of law. 

“9 The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs is authorized and empowered to 
administer this title, and, insofar as he deems practicable, shall utilize existing 
facilities and services of Federal and State departments and agencies on the 
basis of mutual agreements with them. Consistent with and subject to the pro- 
visions and limitations set forth in this title, the Administrator shall, from 
time to time, prescribe and promulgate such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out its purposes and provisions. 

“10. The Administrator may arrange for educational and vocational guidance 
to persons eligible for education and training under this part and, if the Adminis- 
trator requires such educational and vocational guidance, he is authorized, in 
his diseretion, to defray, or reimburse the veteran for, his traveling expenses 
to and from the place of advisement. At such intervals as he deems necessary, 
he shall make available information respecting the need for general education 
and for trained personnel in the various crafts, trades, and professions: Pro- 
vided, That facilities of other Federal agencies collecting such information shall 
be utilized to the extent he deems practicable. 

“11. (a) As used in this part, the term ‘educational or training institutions’ 
shall include all public.or private elementary, secondary, or other schools fur- 
nishing education for adults, business schools and colleges, scientific and tech- 
nical institutions, colleges, vocational schools, junior colleges, teachers colleges, 
normal schools, professional schools, universities, and other educational institu- 
tions, and shall also include business, or other establishments providing appren- 
tice or other training on the job, including those under the supervision of an ap- 
proved college or university or any State department of education, or any State 
apprenticeship agency or State board of vocational education, or any State ap- 
prenticeship council or the Federal Apprentice Training Service established in 
accordance with Public Law Numbered 808, Seventy-fifth Congress, or any agency 
in the executive branch of the Federal Government authorized under other laws 
to supervise such training. 

“(b) As used in this part the term ‘apprentice or other training on the job’ 
shall include courses offered by establishments approved by the appropriate 
agency of the State or the Administrator whenever such courses of apprentice 
or other training on the job are furnished in accordance with the following 
provisions: 

“1. Any establishment desiring to undertake an apprentice or other train- 
ing on-the-job program will be required to submit to the appropriate State 
approving agency a written application setting forth the course of training 
for each job for which a veteran is to be trained. The written application 
covering the training program will inslude the following: 

“a. Title and description of the specific job objective for which the veteran 
is to be trained. 

“b. Length of the training period. 

“e, Schedule listing various operations for major kinds of work or tasks 
to be learned and showing for each, job operations or work, tasks to be 
performed, and the approximate length of time to be spent on each operation 
or task. 
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“d. Wage or salary to be paid at the beginning of the training program, 
at each successive step in the program, and at the completion of training. 

“e, Entrance wage or salary paid by the establishment to employees al- 
ready trained in the kind of work for which the veteran is to be trained. 

“f. Number of hours of supplemental instructions required. 

“2. The appropriate approving agency of the State or the Administrator 
may approve the application of the establishment when such establishment 
is found upon investigation to have met or made provision for meeting the 
following criteria: 

“a. The training content of the program is adequate to qualify the veteran 
for appointment to the job for which he is to be trained. 

“b. There is reasonable certainty that the job for which the veteran is 
to be trained will be available to him at the end of the training period, 

“ce. The job is one in which progression and appointment to the next 
higher classification are based upon skills learned through organized train- 
ing on the job and not on such favors as length of service and normal turn- 
over. 

“d. The wages to be paid the veteran for each successive period of train- 
ing are not less than those customarily paid in the establishment and the 
community to a learner in the same job and who is not a veteran and are 
in conformity with State and Federal laws and applicable bargaining agree- 
ments, 

“e, The job customarily requires a period of training of not less than 
three months and not more than two years of full-time training: Provided, 
That this requirement shall not be applicable to courses of apprentice train- 
ing. 

“f. The length of the training period is no longer than customarily re- 
quired by the establishment and other establishments in the community to 
provide the trainee with the required skills, arrange for the acquiring of 
job knowledge, technical information, and other facts which the trainee 
will need to learn in order to become competent on the job for which he 
is being trained. 

“e Provision is made for related instruction for the individual veteran who 
may need it. 

“h. There is in the establishment adequate space, equipment, instructional 
material, and instructor personnel to provide satisfactory training on the 
job. 

“ij. Adequate records are kept to show the progress made by the veteran 
toward his job objective and a periodic report showing the conduct and 
progress made in the course of training on the job will be provided for the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

“j. Appropriate credit is given the veteran for previous training or job 
experience whether in the military service or elsewhere, his beginning wage 
adjusted to the level to which such credit advances him and his training 
period shortened accordingly. No course of training will be considered 
bona fide if given to a veteran who is already qualified by training and ex- 
perience for the job objective. 

“k. A copy of the training program as approved by the State agency 
is provided to the veteran and to the Veterans’ Administration by the em- 
ployer. 

“1, Upon completion of the training the veteran is given a certificate by 
the employer indicating the length and type of training provided and that 
the veteran has completed the course of training on the job satisfactorily. 

“3. The Veterans’ Alministration is not authoriz°d to award the benefits 
under this part, if it is found by either the Administrator or the appropriate 
State approving agency that the course of apprentice training or other 
training on the job fails to meet the requirements of this paragraph. 

“(ce) As used in this part the term ‘institutional on-farm training’ shall in- 
clude any course of instruction approved by the appropriate agency of the State 
or the Administrator. Such course shall be considered a full-time course when it 
combines (1) organized group instruction in agricultural and related subjects 
of at least two hundred hours per vear (and of at least eight hours each month) 
at an educational or training institution, with (2) supervised work experience 
on a farm or other agricultural establishment. To be avproved, such a course 
shall be developed with due consideration to the size and character of the farm 
on which the veteran is to receive his supervised work experience and to the 
need of the veteran, in the type of farming for which he is training, for proficiency 
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in planning, producing, marketing, farm mechanics, conservation of resources, 
food conservation, farm financing, farm management, and the keeping of farm 
and home accounts. Such a course shall, in addition, satisfy the requirements of 
either of the following: 

“1, If the veteran performs part of his course on a farm under his own 
control— 

“A. He shall receive not less than one hundred hours of individual in- 
struction per year, not less than fifty hours of which shall be on such farm 
(with at least two visits by the instructor to such farm each month). 
Such individual instruction shall be given by the instructor responsible for 
the veteran’s institutional instruction and shall include instruction and 
home-study assignments in the preparation of budgets, inventories, and 
statements showing the production, use on the farm, and sale of crops, live- 
stock, and livestock products ; 

“bh. He shall be assured of control of such farm (whether by ownership, 
lease, Management, agreement, or other tenure arrangement) until the 
completion of his course; and 

“e, Such farm shall be of a size and character which (1) together with 
the group-instruction part of the course, will occupy the full time of the 
veteran, (2) will permit instruction in all aspects of the management of a 
farm of the type for which the veteran is being trained, and (3) if the 
veteran intends to continue operating such farm at the close of his course, 
will assure him a satisfactory income under normal conditions. 

“2. If the veteran performs part of his course as the employee of another— 

“a. He shall receive, on his employer’s farm, not less than fifty hours of 
individual instruction per year (with at least one visit by the instructor to 
such farm each month). Such individual instruction shall be given by the 
instructor responsible for the veteran’s institutional instruction; 

“bh, His employer's farm shall be of a size and character which (1) to- 
gether with the group instruction part of the course, will occupy the full 
time of the veteran, and (2) will permit instruction in all aspects of the 
management of a farm of the type for which the veteran is being trained; 

“ce, His employer shall agree to instruct him in various aspects of farm 
management in accordance with the training schedule developed for the 
veteran by his instructor, working in cooperation with his employer. 

“3. The Veterans’ Administration is not authorized to award the benefits 
under this part if it is found, by either the Administrator or the appropriate 
State approving agency, that any approved course of institutional-on-farm 
training fails to meet the requirements of this subparagraph (c). 

“(d) 1. In order to secure or retain approval to train veterans, any school 
operated for profit will be required to submit to the appropriate State approving 
agency a written application, in form and contents prescribed by the State 
approving agency, setting forth the course or courses of training. The written 
application covering each course must include the following: 

“a. Title of the course and specific description of the objective for which 
given. 

“b. Length of course. 

“ce, A detailed curriculum showing subjects taught, type of work or skills 
to be learned, and approximate length of time to be spent on each. 

“qd. A showing of educational and experience qualifications of the in- 
structors. 

“e. A description of space, facilities, and equipment used for the course. 

“f. A statement of the maximum number of students proposed to be 
trained in the course at one time. 

“oe A statement of the educational prerequisite for such a course. 

“2. The appropriate approving agency of the State or the Administrator 
may approve the application of such school when the school is found upon 
investigation to have met the following criteria: 

“a. The curriculum and instruction are consistent in quality, content, and 
length with similar courses in the public schools or other private schools 
with recognized and accepted standards, 

“b. There is in the school adequate space, equipment, instructional ma- 
terial, and instructor personnel to provide satisfactory training. When 
approval is given, it shall state the maximum number authorized to be 
trained in each course, 

“e, Educational and experience qualifications of the instructor are ade- 
quate as determined by the State approval agency. 
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“ad. Adequate records are kept to show attendance, progress, and conduct, 
with periodic reports to be provided to the Veterans’ Administration; and 
there are clearly stated and enforced standards of attendance, progress, 
and conduct. 

“e. Appropriate credit is given for previous training or experience, with 
training period shortened proportionately. No course of training will be 
considered bona fide as to a veteran who is already qualified by training and 
experience for the course objective. 

“f. A copy of curriculum as approved is provided to the veteran and the 
Veterans’ Administration by the school. 

“g Upon completion of the training, the veteran is given a certificate by 
the school indicating the approved course, title, and length, and that the 
training was completed satisfactorily. 

“h. Such additional criteria established by the State approving agency as 
it may deem necessary for approval of schools training veterans under this 
part. 

“3. No new course, or additions to the capacity of an existing course, in 
any school operated for profit, shall be approved if the State approving 
agency shall determine that the occupation for which the course is intended 
to provide training is crowded in the State where the training is to be 
given and that existing training facilities are adequate. 

“4. The Veterans’ Administration is not authorized to award benefits 
under this part if it is found by either the appropriate State approving 
agency or the Administrator that the course offered by a school operated 
for profit fails to meet the applicable requirements of this subparagraph (d) 
or the Administrator finds that the school has submitted willfully false or 
misleading claims. 

“12. The appropriation for the Veterans’ Administration, ‘Administration, 
medical, hospital, and domiciliary services,’ shall be available for necessary 
expenses under this part of Veterans Regulation 1 (a), and there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated such additional amount or amounts as may 
be necessary to accomplish the purposes hereof. Any such appropriation shall 
also be available for use by the Administrator in reimbursing State and local 
agencies for reasonable expenses incurred by them in (1) rendering necessary 
services in ascertaining the qualifications of industrial establishments for fur- 
nishing on-the-job training to veterans under the provisions of this part of such 
regulation, and in the supervision of industrial establishments furnishing such 
training, or (2) furnishing, at the request of the Administrator, any other 
services or facilities in connection with the administration of programs for 
training on the job under such provisions, or (3) rendering necessary services 
in ascertaining the qualifications of profit institutions for furnishing education 
and training under the provisions of this part of such regulation and in the super- 
vision of such institutions.” 

Sec. 3. Any person who served in the active military, naval, or air service on 
or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such a date as shall hereafter be determined 
by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, shall be 
entitled to job counseling and employment placement services subject to the 
provisions and limitations of title 1V of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944, as amended. 

Sec. 4. This Act may be cited as the “Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1951.” 


[COMMITTEE PRINT] 
SEPTEMBER 13, 1951 
S. 1940 Compared With Part VIII Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as Amended 


Matter printed in roman type appears both in S. 1940 and part VIIT, as amended. 
Matter enclosed in black brackets appears in part VIII, as amended, but not in S. 1940. 
Matter printed in italic type appears only in 8S. 1940. 


[S. 1940, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide certain educational and training benefits to veterans who served in the 
active military, naval, or air service on or after June 27, 1950 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1, title I, Public Law Numbered 
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2, Seventy-third Congress, as amended, is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof a new subsection known as subsection (h) and to read as follows: 

{(ft)] “(h) Any person who served in the active military [or] naval 
[forces,] or air service on or after [September 16, 1940,] June 27, 1950, and prior 
to [the termination of hostilities in the present war] such date as shall thereafter 
be determined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Con- 
gress, shall be entitled to [vocational rehabilitation] education or training sub- 
ject to the provisions and limitations of part X of Veterans Regulation Numbered 
1 (a), as amended[, part VIII, or to education or training subject to the pro- 
vision and limitation of part VIII]. 

Sec. 2. Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, is hereby amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new part [VIII as follows (38 U. 8. C., chap. 12 
appendix) :] to be known as part X and to read as follows: 


“Parr [VIII] X 


“1. Any person who served in the active military [or] naval or air service on 
or after [( September 16, 1940) ] June 27, 1950, and prior to [the termination of 
the present war] such a date as shall hereafter be determined by Presidential 
proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress (hereinafter referred to 
as the basic service period), and who shall have been discharged or released 
therefrom under conditions other than dishonorable, and whose education or 
training was interrupted by reason of his entrance into the service, or who de- 
sires a course of education or training for a period of not in ercess of twelve 
months, and who either shall have served ninety days or more, exclusive of any 
period he was assigned to a civilian institution for a course of education or 
training under the Army [specialized training program or the Navy college train- 
ing program], the Navy, or the Air Force which course was [a continuation of 
his civilian course and was pursued to completion] substantially the same as 
‘established courses offered to civilians, or as a cadet or midshipman at one of 
the service academies, or shall have been discharged or released from active sery 
ice by reason of an actual service-incurred injury or disability, shall be eligible 
for and entitled to receive a course of education or training under this part: Pro- 
vided, That such course shall be initiated not later than [four] two years after 
either] the date of his discharge [or the termination of the present war, which- 
ever is the later :J unless he shall, within the two-year period and prior to ter- 
mination of the basic service period, return to active tluty in the Armed Forces, 
in which event his two-year period shall cease to run until his subsequent dis- 
charge: Provided further, That no such course of education or training shall be 
afforded beyond [nine] seven years after the termination of the [present war] 
basie service period: And provided further, That any such person who had not 
passed his twenty-third birthday on June 27, 1950, or the date he entered the 
service, whichever is later, shall be deemed to have had his education or training 
interrupted, 

“2. Any such eligible person upon application to the Administrator, shall be 
entitled to a course of education or training [at an approved educational or train- 
ing institution for a period of one year plus the time such person was in the 
active service on or after September 16, 1940, and before the termination of the 
war] to assist him in attaining an educational or vocational objective for a 
period of not to exceed the time such person was in the active service on or after 
June 27, 1950, and before such date as shall thereafter be determined by Presi- 
dential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress (the basic service 
period), exclusive of any period he was assigned to a civilian institution for a 
course of education or training under the Army, [specialized training program 
or the Navy college training program,] the Navy, or the Air Force which course 
was [a continuation of his civilian course and was pursued to completion,} sub- 
stantially the same as established courses offered to civilians or as a cadet or 
midshipman at one of the service academies, but an eligible person whose educa 
tion or training was not interrupted by reason of his entrance into the service 
shall not be entitled to more than twelve months of education or training unde) 
this law: Provided, That in no event shall the total period of education or train- 
ing under this part X, or under both this part and part VIII of Veterans Regula- 
tion Numbered 1 (a), as amended, exceed [four years] forty-eight months: Pro- 
vided further, That his work continues to be satisfactory throughout the period, 
according to the regularly prescribed standards and practices of the institution : 
Provided further, That for veterans in schools regularly operated on the quarter 
or semester system, wherever the period of eligibility ends during a quarter or 
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semester and after a major part of such quarter or semester has expired, such 
period shall be extended to the termination of such unexpired quarter or semes- 
ter. In all other institutional courses, wherever the period of eligibility ends 
after a major portion of the course is completed, such period may be extended 
not more than nine weeks to completion. 

“3%. (a) Such person shall be eligible for and entitled to such course of 
education or training, in full-time (or the equivalent thereof in part-time) 
training, as he may elect, and at any approved educational or training institution 
at which he chooses to enroll, whether or not located in the State in which he 
resides, which will accept or retain him as a student or trainee in any field 
or branch of knowledge which such institution finds him qualified to undertake 
or pursue : Provided, That [for reasons satisfactory to the Administrator, he may 
change a course of instruction:] prior to the applicable delimiting date for 
initiating his course and subject to the limitations of subparagraph (c) of this 
paragraph 3, such person shall be entitled to change his course of education or 
training once without approval from the Administrator: Provided jurther, That 
the Administrator is authorized to approve additional changes of course of 
education or training when he finds that— 

“A. The veteran is not making satisfactory progress in his present course 
and the failure is not due to his own misconduct, his own neglect, or his own 
lack of application ; or 

“B. The course to which the veteran desires to change is more in keeping 
with his aptitude, previous education, training, or other such pertinent 
facts; or 

“CO, A course to which the veteran desires to change, while not a part of 
the course currently pursued by him, is a normal progression from said 
course and will enable him to attain his educational or vocational objective ; 
or 

“D. There exist other most cogent reasons for the change: 

And provided further, That any such course of education or training may bé 
discontinued at any time, if it is found by the Administrator that, according to 
the regularly prescribed standards and practices of the institution, the conduct 
or progress of such person is unsatisfactory. 

“(b) Any such eligible person may apply for a [short, intensive postgraduate, 
or training course of less than thirty weeks:] course of instruction by corre- 
spondence without any subsistence allowance: Provided, That one-fourth of the 
elapsed time in following such course shall be charged against the veteran’s 
period of cligibility: Provided further, That the Administrator shall have [the] 
authority to contract with approved institutions for such courses if he finds that 
the agreed cost [of such courses] is reasonable and fair: And provided further, 
That [(1)] the [limitation] provisions of paragraph 5 shall not prevent the 
payment of such agreed rates. [but there shall be charged against the veteran’s 
period of eligibility the proportion of an ordinary school year which the cost of 
the course bears to $500, and (2) not in excess of $500 shall be paid for any such 
course.J 

[(c) Any such eligible person may apply for a course of instruction by cor- 
respondence without any subsistence allowance: Provided, That the Adminis- 
trator shall have authority to contract with approved institutions for such 
courses if he finds that the agreed cost of such courses is reasonable and fair: 
Provided further, (1) That the provisions of paragraph 5 shall not apply to 
correspondence ‘courses; (2) that one-fourth of the elapsed time in following 
such course shall be charged against the veteran’s period of eligibility; and 
(3) that the total amount payable for a correspondence course or courses for any 
veteran shall not exceed $500; And provided further, That nothing herein shall 
be construed to preclude the use of approved correspondence courses as a part 
of institutional or job training, subject to regulations prescribed by the Adminis- 
trator.] 

“(e) [(D) That] The Administrator shall refuse approval to any course 
elected or commenced by a veteran [on or subsequent to July 1, 1948,] which is 
avocational or recreational in character. The foliowing courses shall be pre- 
sumed to be avocational or recreational in character: Dancing courses; pho- 
tography courses; flight and glider courses; bartending courses; personality- 
development courses; entertainment courses; music courses—instrumental and 
vocal; public-speaking courses; and courses in sports and athletics such as 
horseback riding, swimming, fishing, skiing, golf, baseball, tennis, bowling, and 
sports officiating (except applied music, physical education, or public-speaking 
courses which are offered by institutions of higher learning for credit as an 
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integral part of a course leading to an educational objective) ; but no such course 
shall be considered to be avocational or recreational in character if the veteran 
submits complete justification that such course will contribute to bona fide 
use in the veteran’s present or contemplated business or occupation; and the 
Administrator may find any other course to be avocational or recreational in 
character{, but on such other course shall be considered avocational or recre- 
ational in character when a certificate in the form of an affidavit supported by 
corroborating affidavits by two competent disinterested persons has been fur- 
nished by a physically qualified veteran stating that such education or training 
will be useful to him in connection with earning a livelihood. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, education or training for the purpose 
of teaching a veteran to fly or related aviation courses in connection with his 
present or contemplated business or occupation shall not, in the absence of sub- 
stantial evidence to the contrary, be considered avocational or recreational when 
2 certificate in the form of an affidavit supported by corroborating affidavits 
by two competent disinterested persons, has been furnished by a physically 
qualified veteran stating that such education or training will be useful to him 
in connection with earning a livelihood.J 

“4. From time to time the Administrator shall secure from the appropriate 
agency of each State a list of the educational and training institutions (including 
industrial establishments), within such jurisdiction, which are qualified and 
equipped to furnish education or training, [(including apprenticeship, refresher 
or retraining and institutional on-farm training) ,J which institutions, together 
with such additional ones as may be recognized and approved by the Adminis- 
trator, shall be deemed qualified and approved to furnish education or training 
to such persons as shail enroll under this part: Provided, That wherever there 
are established State apprenticeship agencies expressly charged by State laws to 
administer apprentice training, whenever possible, the Administrator shall utilize 
such existing facilities and services in training on the job when such training is of 
Lone] a year’s duration or more: Provided further, That any school operated for 
profit shall not be deemed to be qualified and approved for the enrollment of vet- 
erans not already enrolled during any period in which the Administrator finds that 
it has fewer than twenty-five equivalent fuil-time students or one-third of the 
equivalent jull-time students enrolled (whichever is larger), paying all of their 
own tuition without rebate or scholarships: [“A. That the Administrator shall 
disapprove a course in any institution which has been in operation for a period of 
less than one year immediately prior to the date of enrollment in such course 
unless such enrollment was prior to August 24, 1949.] Provided further, That no 
school or course shall be deemed qualified and approved unless the Administrator 
finds that it was in operation for a period of one year immediately prior to the date 
of approval, but this shall not require or permit the disapproval of (a) any course 
in a public school or other tax-supported school, (b) any course in an institution 
which has been in operation for a period of more than one year which does not com- 
pletely depart from the whole character of the instruction previously given by such 
institution, or (c) any course in an institution which has been in operation for 
a period of more than one year, by reason of a change in the location of such 
institution from one point to another within the same general locality : Provided, 
That upon the certification of any State approved agency, that a new or existing 
institution is essential to meet the requirements of veterans in such State, the 
Administrator in his discretion may approve such an institution notwithstanding 
the provisions of this paragraph. 

‘“}. (a) The Administrator shall pay to the educational or training institution 
[C(including the institution offering institutional on farm training),] for each 
person enrolled in [full time or part time] @ course of education or training [, 
the customary cost of tuition, and such laboratory, library, health, infirmary, 
and other similar fees as are customarily charged, and may pay for books, sup- 
plies, equipment, and other necessary expenses, exclusive of board, lodging, 
other living expenses, and travel, as are generally required for the successful 
pursuit and completion of the course by other students in the institution :] 
an amount not to exceed one-half of such tuition and fees as are charged regular 
nonveteran students of the same category, but in no event shall the total amount 
paid by the veteran and the Administrator erceed that charged to other students 
in similar category within the institution for the successful pursuit and com- 
pletion of the course: Provided, That in no event shall such payments by the 
Administrator, with respect to any person, exceed [$500] $300 for a full-time 
course for an ordinary school year [unless the veteran elects to have such 
customary charges paid in excess of ‘such limitation, in which event there shall 
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be charged against his period of eligibility the proporton of an ordinary school 
year which such excess bears to $500:]3: Provided further, That no payments 
shall be made to institutions, business or other establishments furnishing 
apprentice or other training on the job: And provided further, That [any institu- 
tion may apply to the Administrator for an adjustment of tuition and the 
Administrator, if he finds that the customary tuition charges are insufficient 
to permit the institution to furnish education or training to eligible veterans, 
or inadequate compensation therefor, may provide for the payment of such 
fair and reasonable compensation as will not exceed the estimated cost of 
teaching personnel and supplies for instruction; and may in like manner 
readjust such payments from time to time. In the computation of such esti- 
mated cost of teaching personnel and supplies for instruction in the case of 
any college of agriculture and the mechanic arts, no reduction shall be made 
by reason of any payments to such college from funds made available pursuant 
to the Act entitled “An Act donating public lands to the several States and 
Territories which may provide colleges for the benefit of agriculture and the 
mechanic arts,” approved July 2, 1862, as amended and supplemented (U. 8S. C., 
1946 edition, title 7, secs. 30-329, inclusive) ; and in the computation of such 
estimated cost of teaching personnel and supplies for instruction in the case 
of any nonprofit educational instutition, no reduction shall be made by reason of 
any payments to such institution from State or muicipal or other non-Federal 
public funds, or from private endownments or gifts or other income from 
non-public sources: And provided further, That for the purpose of applying the 
governing statutes and applicable regulations of the Veterans’ Administration 
respecting the payment of tuition and other charges, in the case of nonprofit 
institutions, any institution shall be regarded as a nonprofit institution if it is 
exempt from taxaton under paragraph (6), section 101, of the Internal Revenue 
Ccde, whether it was certified as such by the Bureau of Internal Revenue before 
or subsequent to June 22, 1944: And provided further, That for the purpose of 
applying the governing .statutes and applicable regulations of the Veterans’ 
Administration respecting the payment of tuition and other charges, any pro- 
fessional or graduate school which has been continuously affiliated with an 
educational institution since June 22, 1944, may elect to be subject to the non- 
resident tuition rates established for such educational institution, with respect 
to payments made for tuition during any school year beginning on or after 
August 1, 1949, even though the administrative function of such school is 
separate and distinct from that of the institution with which it is affiliated], 
subject to the first proviso hereof, where the enrollment in any Course in a non- 
profit school (including an institutional on-farm training course) consists of 
fewer than one-third of the students enrolled paying all of their own tuition, 
the Administrator shall determine a fair and reasonable rate to be paid for 
such course by the Adiministrator and the veteran: And provided further, That 
as to any veteran who pursues a course of education or training full time or part 
time without subsistence allowance, the Administrator shall pay to the approved 
institution the charges for tuition and fees required of other students for the 
successful pursuit and completion of the course by other students in the institu- 
tion, or the fair and reasonable rate established in applicable cases pursuant to 
the third proviso hereof, but not in excess of the rate of $600 for a full-time 
course for aw ordinary school year. 

“(b) In any case where it is found that an overpayment to a veteran of subsist- 
ence allowance (which overpayment has not been recovered or waived) is proved 
in a hearing before the Committee on Waivers of the appropriate Veterans’ 
Administration regional office to be the result of willful or negligent failure of 
the school to report, as required by applicable regulation or contract, to the 
Veterans’ Administration unauthorized or excessive absences from a course, or 
discontinuance or interruption of a course by the veteran, the amount of sucb 
overpayment shall, at the discretion of the Administrator, constitute a liability 
of the school for such failure to report, and may be recovered by an off-set from 
the amounts otherwise due the school or in other appropriate action: Provided, 
That any amount so collected shall be reimbursed if the overpayment is received 
from the veteran. [This amendment shall be construed as applying only to 
matters arising after the effective date of this amendment, and] This provision 
shall not preclude the imposition of any civil or criminal action under any other 
statute. 

“6. (a) While enrolled in and pursuing a course under this part, [ (including an 
institutional on-farm training course)J such person, upon application to the 
Administrator and certification of actual attendance each month, shall be paid [a 
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subsistence allowance of $65 per month, if without a dependent or dependents, or 
$90 per month, if he has a dependent or dependents, including regular holidays 
and leave not exceeding thirty days in a calendar year: Except.] an allowance for 
subsistence, supplies, and equipment beginning with the first day of required 
attendance and ending with the last day of required attendance of a given aca- 
demic year or other enrollment period, including not in excess of thirty days 
in a calendar year for absences authorized by the institution or establishment and 
days when the institution is not regularly in session, not counting as absences 
week ends or legal holidays established by Federal or State law during which the 
institution is not regularly in session: Provided, That (1) while so enrolled and 
pursuing a course of full-time institutional training, euch person [J shall be paid 
[a subsistence allowance] an allowance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment 
of [$75] Ss¢ per month if without a dependent or dependents, or [$105] $110 per 
month if he has one dependent or [$120] $125 per month if he has more than one 
dependent, and (2) while so enrolled and pursuing a course of part-time institu- 
tional training, [including] or a course of institutional on-farm training, or a 
course of apprenticeship training, or other training on the job, or [other] a com- 
bination course, such person shall be paid [subject to the limitation of this para- 
graph, additional subsistence allowance in an amount bearing the same relation 
to the difference between the basic rates and the increased rates provided in (1) 
hereof as the institutional training part of such course bears to a course of 
full-time institutional training. Such person attending a course on a part-time 
basis, and such person receiving compensation for productive labor whether 
performed as part of his apprentice or other training on the job at institutions, 
business or other establishments, or otherwise, shall be entitled to receive such 
lesser Sums, if any, as subsistence or dependency allowances as may be deter- 
mined by the Administrator: Provided, That in no event shall the rate of such 
allowance plus the compensation received exceed $210 per month for a veteran 
without a dependent, or $270 per month for a veteran with one dependent, or $290 
for a veteran with two or more dependents: Provided further, That only so much 
of the compensation as is derived from productive labor based on the standard 
work-week for the particular trade or industry, exclusive of overtime, shall be 
considered in computing the rate of allowances payable under this paragraph,] 
an allowance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment at the rate, for a full-time 
course, Of $70 per month if without a dependent or dependents, or $95 per month 
if he has a dependent or dependents: Provided further, That while so enrolled 
and pursuing @ course of institution on-farm training, or a course of apprentice- 
ship training, or other training on the job, such allowance for subsistence, 
supplies, and equipment shall be reduced each four months as the course 
progresses in the ratio that such four months’ period bears to the total length o 
the veteran's approved course under this part, converted to the next higher four 
months’ interval in the case of a course which is not equal to an exact multiple 
of four months: Provided further, That such person attending a course on less 
than one-half *time basis shall not be entitled to an allowance for subsistence, 
supplies, and equipment: Provided further, That at the beginning of the veteran's 
course, or enrollment period, and each twelve months thereafter, if continuously 
enrolied, the Administrator shall require a report of ineome from productive 
labor reasonably to be expected by the veteran during his enrollment period o 
the next twelve months’ period if he will be continuously enrolled, and the 
reteran’s allowance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment shall be adjusted 
prospectively so that in no event shall the rate of such allowances plus the 
income from productive labor reasonably expected to be received by the veteran 
exceed the rate of $2,580 for a tivelve months’ period for a veteran without a 
dependent, or $3,300 for a twelve months’ period for a veteran with one dependent, 
or $3,540 for a twelve months’ period for a veteran with tivo or more dependents. 

“(b) For the purpose of this part, a trade or technical course, offered on a 
clock-hour basis below the college level, [involving shop practice as an integral 
part thereof,} for training in those occupations which are customarily learned 
through apprenticeships or other training on-the-job shall be considered a full 
time course when a minimum of [thirty] thirty-sir hours per week of attendance 
is required [with not more than thirty minutes of rest period per day allowed 
A course offered on a clock-hour basis below the college level in which theoretical] 
or Classroom instruction predominates shall be considered a full-time course 
when a minimum of twenty-five hours per week net of instruction is required. 
The provisions of the first sentence of this subparagraph shall not be applicable 
prior to July 1, 1951, in the case of any school or institution in which, for a period 


90852—51 2 
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of one year immediately preceding the date of enactment of the Veterans’ 
Edueation and Training Amendments of 1950, a minimum of twenty-five hours 
per week of attendance was required for any course in compliance with regula- 
tions of the Veterans’ Administration.] 

“7. Any such person eligible for the benefits of this part, who is also eligible 
for the benefit of [this] part VIJ, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), may elect 
either benefit or may be provided an approved combination of such courses: 
Provided, That the total period of any such combined courses shall not exceed 
the maximum period or limitations under the part affording the greater period 
of eligibility. 

“8 No department, agency, or officer of the United States, in carrying out the 
provisions of this part, shall exercise any supervision or control, whatsoever, 
over any State educational agency, or State apprenticeship agency, or any edu- 
cational or training institution: Provided, That nothing in this section shall be 
deemed to prevent any department, agency, or officer of the United States from 
exercising any supervision or control which such department, agency, or officer 
is authorized, by existing provisions of law, to exercise over any Federal educa- 
tional or training, institution, or to prevent the furnishing of education or 
training under this part in any institution over which supervision or control is 
exercised by such other department, agency, or officer under authority of existing 
provisions of law. 

“9 The Acministrator of Veterans’ Affairs is authorized and empowered to 
administer this title, and, insofar as he deems practicab'e, shall utilize existing 
facilities and services of Federal and State departments and agencies on the 
basis of mutual agreements with them. Consistent with and subject to the 
provisions and limitations set forth in this title, the Administrator shall, from 
time to time, prescribe and promulgate such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out its purposes and provisions[: Provided, That except as 
provided in this amendment, no regulation or other purported construction of 
title II of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, shall be 
deemed consistent therewith which denies or is designed to deny to any eligible 
person, or limit any eligible person in, his right to select such course or courses 
as he may desire, during the full period of his entitlement or any remaining 
part thereof, in any approved educational or training institution or institutions, 
whether such courses are full time, part time, or correspondence courses: 
Provided further—] 

NoTre.—Sec,. 400 (9) (A) put in sec. 4 of this bill, S. 1940. (See p. 8 of S. 1940.) 


[B. That in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 3 (a) of this 
part, the Administrator may, for reasons satisfactory to him, disapprove a 
change of course of instruction, and may discontinue any course of educa- 
tion or training if he finds that according to the regularly prescribed standards 
of the institution the conduct or progress of such persons is unsatisfactory ; 

C. That if any eligible veteran, who has completed or discontinued (for 
any reason other than unsatisfactory conduct or progress) a course of edu- 
cation or training. applies for an additional course in the same or any other 
field of education or training, the Administrator may deny initiation of 
such course only if he finds (1) that it is precluded by the first proviso, 
paragraph 1 of this part VIII, as amended, or (2) that it is not in the same 
general field as his original educational or occupational objective, and that 
such veteran has already made one change from one general field to another, 
or (38) that it is precluded by limitation of paragraph D below: Provided, 
That, in any case in which the veteran has already made one change from 
one general field to another, the Administrator may require advisement 
and guidance before approving another such change, but wheré the Admin- 
istrator requires such advisement and guidance and the veteran is not 
notified of the decision of the Administrator within forty-five days follow- 
ing the date of application for such change, such change shall be deemed 
to have been approved ;J 

Notr.-—Sec. 400 (9) (D) put in see. 3 (c) of this bill, 8S. 1040. (See p. 6 of S. 1940.) 


“10. The Administrator may arrange for educational and vocational guidance 
to persons eligible for education and training under this part and, if the Admin- 
istrator requires such educational and vocational guidance, he is authorized in 
his discretion, to defray, or reimburse the veteran for, his traveling expenses to 
and from the place of advisement. At such intervals as he deems necessary, he 
shall make available information respecting the need for general education and 
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for trained persennel in the various crafts, trades, and professions: Provided, 
That facilities of other Federal agencies collecting such information shall be 
utilized to the extent he deems practicable. 

“11. (a) As used in this part, the term ‘educational or training institutions’ 
shall include all public or private elementary, secondary [and] or other schools 
furnishing education for adults, business schools and colleges, scientific and tech- 
nical institutions, colleges, vocational schools, junior colleges, teachers colleges, 
normal schools, professional schools, universities, and other educational institu- 
tions, and shall also inelude business or other establishments providing apprentice 
or other training on the job, including those under the supervision of an approved 
college or university or any Sttae department of education, or any State appren- 
ticeship agency or State board of vocational education, or any State apprenticeship 
council or the Federal Apprentice Training Service established in accordance with 
Public Law Numbered 308, Seventy-fifth Congress, or any agency in the executive 
branch of the Federal Government authorized under other laws to supervise such 
training. 

“(b) As used in this part the term ‘Lor] apprentice or other training on the job’ 
shall include courses offered by establishments approved by the appropriate agency 
of the State or the Administrator whenever such courses of apprentice or other 
training on the job are furnished in accordance with the following provisions : 

“1. Any establishment desiring to undertake an apprentice or other train- 
ing on-the-job [training] program will be required to submit to the appro- 
priate State approving agency a written application setting forth the course 
of training for each job for which a veteran is to be trained. The written 
applieation covering the training program will include the following: 

“a. Title and description of the specific job objective for which the veteran 
is to be trained. 

“b. Length of the training period. 

“e. Schedule listing various operations for major kinds of work or tasks 
to be learned and showing for each, job operations or work, tasks to be per- 
formed, and the approximate length of time to be spent on each operation or 
task. 

“d. Wage or salary to be paid at the beginning of the training program, at 
each successive step in the program, and at the completion of training. 

“e, Entrance wage or salary paid by the establishment to employees 
already trained in the kind of work for which the veteran is to be trained. 

“f. Number of hours of supplemental instructions required. 

“2. The appropriate approving agency of the State or the Administrator 
may approve the application of the establishment when such establish- 
ment is found upon investigation to have met or made provision for meet- 
ing the following criteria: 

“a. The training content of the program is adequate to qualify the veteran 
for appointment to the job for which he is to be trained. 

“b. There is reasonable certainty that the job for which the veteran is 
to be trained will be available to him at the end of the training period. 

“ce, The job is one in which progression and appointment to the next higher 
classification are based upon skills learned through organized training on 
the job and not on such factors as length of service and normal turn-over. 

“d. The wages to be paid the veteran for each successive period of train- 
ing are not less than those customarily paid in the establishment and the 
community to a learner in the same job and who is not a veteran and are 
in conformity with State and Federal laws and applicable bargaining 
agreements. 

“e. The job customarily requires a period of training of not less than 
three months and not more than two years of full-time training: Provided, 
That this rqeuirement shall not be applicable to courses of apprentice train- 
ing. 

“f. The length of the training period is no longer than [that] customarily 
required by the establishment and other establishments in the community 
to provide the trainee with the required skills, arrange for the acquiring 
of job knowledge, technical information, and other facts which the trainee 
will need to learn in order to become competent on the job for which he 
is being trained. 

“g. Provision is made for related instruction for the individual veterans 
who may need it. 

“h. There is in the establishment adequate space, equipment, instruc- 
tional material, and instructor personnel to provide satisfactory training 
on the job. 
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“ij, Adequate records are kept to show the progress made by the veteran 
toward his job objective and a periodic report showing the conduct and 
progress made in the course of training on the job will be provided for the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

“j. Appropriate credit is given the veteran for previous training or job 
experience, whether in the military service or elsewhere, his beginning wage 
adjusted to the level to which such credit advances him and his training 
period shortened accordingly. No course of training will be considered 
bona fide if given to a veteran who is already qualified by training and 
experience for the job objective. 

“k. A copy of the training program as approved by the State agency is 
provided to the veteran and to the Veterans’ Administration by the employer. 

1. Upon completion of the training the veteran is given a certificate by 
the employer indicating the length and type of training provided and that 
the veteran has completed the course of training on the job satisfactorily. 

‘3. The Veterans’ Administration is not authorized to award the benefits 
under this part, if it is found by either the Administrator or the appropriate 
State approving agency that the course of apprentice training or other 
training on the job fails to meet the requirements of this paragraph. 

“(c) As used in this part the term ‘institutional on-farm training’ shall in- 
clude any course of instruction approved by the appropriate agency of the State 
or the Administrator. Such course shall be considered a full-time course when 
it combines (1) organized group instruction in agricultural and related sub- 
jects of at least two hundred hours per year (and of at least eight hours each 
month) at an edueational or training institution, with (2) supervised work 
experience on a farm or other agricultural establishment. To be approved, 
such a course shall be developed with due consideration to the size and char- 
acter of the farm on which the veteran is to receive his supervised work expe- 
rience and to the need of the veteran, in the type of farming for which he is 
training, for proficiency in planning, producing, marketing, farm mechanics, 
conservation of resources, food conservation, farm financing, farm management, 
and the keeping of farm and home accounts. Such a course shall, in addition, 
satisfy the requirements of either of the following: 

“1. If the veteran performs part of his course on a farm under his own 
control 

“Ea]. A. He shall receive not less than one hundred hours of individual 
instruction per year, not less than fifty hours of which shall be on such farm 
(with at least two visits by the instructor to such farm each month). Such 
individual instruction shall be given by the instructor responsible for the 
veteran's institutional instruetion, and shall include instruction and home- 
study assignments in the preparation of budgets, inventories, and state- 
ments, showing the production, use on the farm, and sale of crops, live- 
stock, and livestock products ; 

“hb, He shall be assured of control of such farm (whether by ownership, 
lease, management, agreement, or other tenure arrangement) until the 
completion of his course; and 

“ce, Such farm shall be of a size and character which (1) together with 
the group-instruction part of the course, will occupy the full time of the 
veteran, (2) will permit instruction in all aspects of the management of a 
farm of the type for which the veteran is being trained, and (3) if the vet- 
eran intends to continue operating such farm at the close of his course, will 
assure him a satisfactory income under normal conditions. 

“2. If the veteran performs part of his course as the employee of another- 

“a. He shall receive, on his employer’s farm, not less than fifty hours of 
individual instruction per year (with at least one visit by the instructor 
to such farm each month). Such individual instruction shall be given by 
the instructor responsible for the veteran’s institutional instruction ; 

“b. His employer's farm shall be of a size and character which (1) together 
with the group instruction part of the course, will occupy the full time of 
the veteran, and (2) will permit instruction in ali aspects of the management 
of a farm of.the type for which the veteran is being trained; 

“ce. His employer shall agree to instruct him in various aspects of farm 
management in accordance with the training schedule developed for the vet- 
eran by his instructor, working in cooperation with his employer. 

“3. The Veterans’ Administration is not authorized to award the benefits 
under this part if [If] it is found, by either the Administrator [of Veterans’ 
Affairs] or the appropriate State approving agency, that any approved 
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course of institutional-on-farm training [has ceased] fails to meet the 
requirements of this [Act,] subparagraph (c). [the Veterans’ Administration 
shall cut off all benefits under this part as of the date of such withdrawal 
of approval. Where it has been found that a variation in the proportion 
of hours of group instruction and individual instruction on the farm will 
better serve the conditions in a certain area, any program acceptable to the 
State approving agency which meets the total number of training hours 
ealled for in this Act (including assembled instruction, individual instruc- 
tion, and assigned and supervised related home study and supervision in 
operational skills by the farmer trainer under the direction of the institu- 
tion) shall be recognized as complying with the requirements of this Act; 
and] 

Cd. the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs is authorized to contract with 
approved institutions for such courses where the Administrator finds that 
the agreed cost is reasonable and fair. 

[‘‘(d) As used in this part, the term ‘customary cost of tuition’ or ‘customary 
charges’ or ‘customary tuition charges’ shall mean that charge which an educa- 
tional or training institution requires a nonveteran enrollee similarly circum- 
stanced to pay as and for tuition for a course, except that the institution (other 
than a nonprofit institution of higher learning) is not regarded as having a 
‘customary cost of tuition’ for the course or courses in question in the following 
circumstances: 

[‘(A) Where the majority of the enrollment of the educational and 
training institution in the course in question consists of veterans in train- 
ing under Public Laws 16 and 346, Seventy-eighth Congress, as amended; 
and 

[‘‘(B) One of the following conditions prevails: 

C1. The institution has been established subsequent to June 22, 
1944. 

C"2. The institution, although established prior to June 22, 1944, has 
not been in continuous operation since that date. 

(3. The institution, although established prior to June 22, 1944, has 
subsequently increased its total tuition charges for the course to all 
students more than 25 per centum. 

(4. The course (or a course of substantially the same length and 
character) was not provided for nonveteran students by the institution 
prior to June 22, 1944. 

(‘For any course of education or training for which the education or training 
institution involved has no customary cost of tuition, a fair and reasonable 
rate of payment for tuition, fees, or other charges for such course shall be de- 
termined by the Administrator. In any case in which one or more contracts 
providing a rate or rates of tuition have been entered into in two successive 
years, the rate established by the most recent contract shall be considered to 
be the customary cost of tuition notwithstanding the definition of ‘customary 
cost of tuition’ as hereinbefore set forth. For the purpose of the preceding 
sentence ‘contract’ shall include contracts under Public Law 16 (Seventy-eighth 
Congress, March 24, 1948), Public Law 346 (Seventy-eighth Congress, June 
22, 1944), or any other agreement in writing on the basis of which tuition 
payments have been made from the Treasury of the United States. If the 
Administrator finds that any institution has no customary cost of tuition he 
shall forthwith fix and pay or cause to be paid a fair and reasonable rate of 
payment for tuition, fees, and other charges for the courses offered by such 
institution. Any educational or training institution which is dissatisfied with a 
determination of a rate of payment for tuition, fees, or other charges under 
the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, or with any other action of the 
Administrator under the amendments made by the Veterans’ Education and 
Training Amendments of 1950, shall be entitled, upon application therefor, to 
a review of such determination or action (including the determination with 
respect to whether there is a customary cost of tuition) by a board to be 
known as the ‘Veterans’ Education Appeals Board’ consisting of three members, 
appointed by the President. Members of the Board shall receive, out of ap- 
propriations available for administrative expenses of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, compensation at the rate of $50 for each day actually spent by them 
in the work of the Board, together with necessary travel and subsistence 
expenses. The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs shall provide for the Board 
such stenographic, clerical, and other assistance and such facilities and services 
as may be necessary for the discharge of its functions. Such Board shall be 
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subject, in respect to hearings, appeals, and all other actions and qualifications, 
to the provisions of sections 5 to 11, inclusive, of the Administrative Procedure 
Act, approved June 11, 1946, as amended. The decision of such Board with 
respect to all matters shall constitute the final administrative determination. 
In no event shall the Board fix a rate of payment in excess of the maximum 
amount allowable under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended. 
Nothing contained in these amendments shall in any way affect the provisions 
of the first proviso in paragraph 1 of this part VIII, as amended. 

[‘‘Any institution having a ‘customary cost of tuition’ established under this 
part may revise and improve an existing course (or establish a new related 
course) of substantially the same length and character subject to the same 
customary cost of tuition: Provided, That nothing in the foregoing amendments 
shall be construed to affect adversely any legal rights which have accrued prior 
to the date of enactment of the Veterans’ Education and Training Amendments 
of 1950, or to affect payments to educational or training institutions under 
contracts in effect on such date: Provided further, That during negotiations for 
a contract, and during the pendency of any appeal which a school may make, the 
Veterans’ Administration shall continue to make further payments to the 
school in such amount as the Administrator considers to be ‘fair and reasonable,’ 
but not less than 75 per centum of the most recent rate paid to the school. 

[Any educational or training institution which has a contract covering any 
period subsequent to August 24, 1949, shall be entitled to a review by the 
Veterans’ Education Appeals Board of the rate of tuition, fees and other charges 
established in such contract. Application for such review must be made within 
sixty days following the date of enactment of Veterans’ Education and Training 
Amendments of 1950.] 

[(c)] (a) 1. In order to secure or retain approval to train veterans, any school 
operated for profit [which, during any period, has fewer than twenty-iive stu- 
dents, or one-fourth of the students enrolled (whichever is larger), paying their 
own tuition, in addition to meeting all requirements of existing law,] will be 
required to submit to the appropriate State approving agency a written applica- 
tion, in form and contents prescribed by the State approving agency, setting forth 
the course or courses of training. The written application covering each course 
must include the following: 

“a. Title of the course and specific description of the objective for which 
given. 

“b. Length of course. 

“ec. A detailed curriculum showing subjects taught, type of work or skills 
to be learned, and approximate length of time to be spent on each. 

“d. A showing of educational and experience qualifications of the in- 
structors. 

“e. A description of space, facilities, and equipment used for the course. 

“f. A statement of the maximum number of students proposed to be trained 
in the course at one time. 

“g. A statement of the educational prerequisite for such a course. 

“2. The appropriate approving agency of the State or the Administrator may 
approve the application of such school when the school is found upon investigation 
to have met the following criteria: 

“a. The curriculum and instruction are consistent in quality, content, 
and length with similar courses in the public schools or other private schools 
with recognized and accepted standards. 

“b. There is in the school adequate space, equipment, instructional mate- 
rial, and instructor personnel to provide satisfactory training. When ap- 
proval is given, it shall state the maximum number authorized to be trained 
in each course. 

“c, Educational and experience qualifications of the instructor are ade- 
quate as determined by the State approval agency. 

“d. Adequate records are kept to show attendance, progress, and conduct, 
with periodic reports to be provided to the Veterans’ Administration; and 
there are clearly stated and enforced standards of attendance, progress, 
and conduct. 

“e, Appropriate credit is given for previous training or experience, with 
training period shortened proportionately. No course of training will be 
considered bona fide as to a veteran who is already qualified by training and 
experience for the course objective. 

“f. A copy of curriculum as approved is provided to the veteran and the 
Veterans’ Administration by the school. 
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“g. Upon completion of the training, the veteran is given a certificate by 
the school indicating the approved cozirse, title, and length, and that the 
training was completed satisfactorily. 

“h. Such additional criteria established by the State approving agency as 
it may deem necessary for approval of schools training veterans under this 
part. 

“3. No new course, or additions to the capacity of an existing course, in 
any school operated for profit, shall be approved if the State approving 
agency shall determine that the occupation for which the course is intended 
to provide training is crowded in the State where the training is to be given 
and that existing training facilities are adequate. 

“4. The Veterans’ Administration is not authorized to award benefits 
under this part if it is found by either the appropriate State approving 
agency or the Administrator that the course offered by a school operated for 
profit fails to meet the applicable requirements of this subparagraph [(e)] 
(d) [:; but the findings of the State approving agency on such requirements 
shall be final.] or the Administrator finds that the school has submitted will- 
fully false or misleading claims. 

[‘‘12. For the purposes of this part, the present war shall not be considered 
as terminating, in the case of any individual, before the termination of such 
individual’s first period of enlistment or reenlistment contracted within one 
year after the date of the enactment of the Armed Forces Voluntary Recruitment 
Act of 1945."J 

[Sec. 401. Section 3, Public Law Numbered 16, Seventy-eighth Congress, is 
hereby amended to read as follows :] 

[Src. 3.] “12. The appropriation for the Veterans’ Administration, ‘Adminis- 
tration, [salaries and expenses] medical, hospital, and domiciliary services’, 
{compensations and pensions] shall be available for necessary expenses under 
[part VII, as amended, or part VIII] this part of Veterans Regulation [num- 
bered] 1 (a), and there is hereby authorized to be appropriated such additional 
amount or amounts as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes [thereof] 
hereof. [Such expenses may include, subject to regulations issued by the 
Administrator and in addition to medical care, treatment, hospitalization, and 
prosthesis, otherwise authorized, such care, treatment, and supplies as may be 
necessary to accomplish the purposes of part VII, as amended, or part VIIE of 
Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a).J> Any such appropriation shall also be 
available for use by the Administrator in reimbursing State and local agencies 
for reasonable expenses incurred by them in (1) rendering necessary services in 
ascertaining the qualifications of industrial establishments for furnishing on-the- 
job training to veterans under the provisions of [part VIII] this part of such 
regulation, and in the supervision of industrial establishments furnishing such 
training, or (2) furnishing, at the request of the Administrator, any other 
services or facilities in connection with the administration of programs for train- 
ing on the job under such provisions, or (3) [furnishing, at the request of the 
Administrator, information concerning educational opportunities available in 
schools and colleges.”J 

[Sec. 402. Public Law Numbered 16, Seventy-eighth Congress, is hereby 
amended by adding thereto a new section 4 to read as follows :J 

['Sec. 4. Any books, supplies, or equipment furnished a trainee or student 
under part VII or part VIII of Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a) shall be 
deemed released to him: Provided, That if he fail, because of fault on his part to 
complete the course of training or education cfforded thereunder, he may be- 
required, in the discretion of the Administrator, to return any or all of such books, 
supplies, or equipment not actually expended or to repay the reasonable value 
thereof: Provided further, That returned books, supplies, or equipment may be 
turned in to educational or training institutions for credit under such terms as 
may be approved by the Administrator, or disposed of in such other manner as 
may be approved by the Administrator.”] 

(Sec. 403. Paragraph 1, part VII, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a) (Public 
Law Numbered 16, Seventy-eight Congress), is hereby amended by inserting after 
the word “time” the words “on or” and deleting the date “December 6, 1941" and 
substituting therefor the date “September 16. 1940”. rendering necessary serv- 
aces in ascertaining the qualifications of profit institutions for furnishing education 
and training under the provisions of this part of such regulation and in the 
supervision of such institutions.” 

Sec. 3. Any person who served in the active military, naval, or air service on or 


after June 27, 1950, and prior to such a date as shall hereafter be determined by 
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Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, shall be 
entitled to job counseling and employment placement services subject to the 
provisions and limitations of title IV of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944, ee amended. 

Sec. 4. This Act may be cited as the “Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1951”. 

The Cruamman. While the committee has not prejudged the merits 
of the pending proposal, I feel that I speak for the members of this 
committee when I say that some legislation providing education and 
training benefits for veterans who have served in the United States 
armed services since June 27, 1950, will be approved by the Congress. 
The purpose of these hearings is to assist this committee and the Senate 
in determining the form and content which such legislation shall take. 

The committee had hoped to hear, as its first witness this morning, 
the Honorable Walter F. George, of Georgia, one of the authors of 
S. 1940. Advice has been received, however, that Senator George 
will be unable to appear this morning because of the pressure of 
business before the Senate Finance Committee, of which he is chair- 
man. It is hoped that Senator George will be able to present his 
views on this bill to the committee at a later date. 

Senator Kerr who was to have been a witness this morning has not 
yet arrived, so we will proceed with the hearing; and the representa- 
tive from the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Philip 5S. Hughes, budget 
examiner for veterans’ affairs, will be the first witness. 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Hughes? 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP S. HUGHES, BUDGET EXAMINER FOR 
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Hucuers. No, sir; I have a report which I would like to use as 
the basis of my statement. 

The Cuatrman. Do you wish the entire report printed in the record ? 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir; I would like to read the entire report into the 
record if I may. 

The Cuarrman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Hueues. S. 1940 would provide education or training to any 
veteran of 90 days’ military service since June 27, 1950, with other 
than a dishonorable discharge, whose training was interrupted by 
reason of his entrance into service or who desires a refresher course. 
Time spent while in military service in courses substantially the same 
as civilian courses would be deducted in the determination of eligibil- 
ity andentitlement. Veterans who had not passed their twenty-third 
birthday on June 27, 1950, or the date they entered service, whichever 
is later, would be deemed to have had their training interrupted. 

The amount of training to which the veteran would be entitled is 
computed on the basis of 1 month of full-time training for each month 
of active service. The provisions of the bill would enable each trainee 
to complete at least one school term. The individual veteran whose 
training was interrupted would have a maximum entitlement of 48 
months under this proposed bill. Other veterans would be entitled 
to a maximum of 12 months. 

Training received under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act and 
under the draft bill together could not exceed a total of 4 years. The 
veteran must enter training within 2 years : after his date of discharge 
and complete training 7 years after a date to be established by Presi- 
dential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress. 
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The bill would provide college, below-college—trade and voca- 
tional, on-the-job, and farm training. Avoc ational and recreational 
training would be prohibited. Subsistence, supplies, and equipment 
allowances in maximum amounts ranging from $70 to $125 a month 
would be paid to full-time trainees. 

The amount of subsistence allowance would vary with the type 
of training and the number of persons dependent on the veteran 
trainee. Where the veteran has other income from productive labor 
available, his total income, including subsistence, could not exceed 
$215 if he has no dependents, $275 if he has one dependent, or $295 
if he has more than one dependent. No subsistence would be paid 
for less than half-time training. 

All income from the productive labor of the veteran would be con- 
sidered in computing the amount of subsistence to be paid. Under 
the provisions of the bill the Government would pay one-half of the 
cost of tuition and fees up to a maximum payment of $300, except 
that where no subsistence is paid the Government would pay the full 
cost of tuition and fees up to $600. 

The bill would also establish minimum standards for on-the-job 
training, for schools operating for profit, and for institutional on- 
the-farm training. It would give the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs the authority to approve or disapprove all course changes 
after the first and would prohibit him from authorizing benefits where 
training is substandard or where fraud has occurred. 

Provision is also made for vocational advisement and guidance, in- 
cluding reimbursement of veterans for travel expense incurred when 
advisement and guidance is required; job counseling; and employ- 
ment placement services comparable to those granted World War II 
veterans by title IV of the G1 bill, Public Law 346, Seventy-eighth 
Congress. 

Although S. 1940 is in general patterned after the GI bill, its pro- 
visions are substantially different from the education and training 
provisions of that law in certain important respects. 

(2) Eligibility: Eligibility requirements would remain the same 
as under the GI bill except that for a full 4 years of eligibility the 
veteran’s education or training must have been interrupted by reason 
of entrance into service. Veterans who had not passed their twenty- 
third birthday on June 27, 1950, or on the date they entered military 
service would be deemed to have had their education or training 
interrupted. Veterans whose training was not interrupted would be 
eligible for a maximum of 1 year of training. 

() Entitlement: Eligible veterans would receive 1 month of en- 
titlement for each month of service, whereas the GI bill provided 
similar entitlement plus 12 months. Under the provisions of S. 1940, 
training received under the GI bill would be deductible from the 4- 
year maximum to which a veteran would be entitled. Veterans whose 
training was not interrupted would be entitled to a maximum of 1 
year of.training for refresher purposes. Deadlines for entering and 
completing training would be reduced from 4 and 9 years respectively, 
as they were established by amendments to the GI bill, to 2 years after 
release from active service, and 7 years after the date to be established 
by Presidential proclamation or congressional resolution. 

(c) Subsistence, supplies, and equipment: The allowances for sub- 
sistence would be at the same rates as under the GI bill. However, to 
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the subsistence allowance would be added $5 per month to cover sup- 
plies and equipment. This would enable the veteran to purchase sup- 

plies and equipment himself and would relieve the Government of the 
Ldadnamadties burden of purchasing these items. 

Available information indicates that $5 per month is somewhat 
more than the average cost to the Government of these items under 
the GI bill. Income ceilings under the draft bill would be increased 
$5 to compensate for supplies and equipment expense. The subsist- 
ence would not be paid until after attendance certification rather 
than without such certification as is the practice under existing law. 

Under 5S. 1940 no subsistence would be paid for less than one-half- 
time training; under the GI bill subsistence is paid for one-fourth- 
time training. Provisions pertaining to the payment of subsistence 
to institutional on-the-farm trainees would be modified to make them 
more consistent with on-the-job training subsistence provisions. For 
these two types of training the bill also provides for the automatic 
adjustment of subsistence payments as the course progresses in accord- 
ance with a preestablished formula, rather than for adjustment on 
the basis of the changing relationship between income and ceilings 
as was the case under the GI bill. 

(d) Tuition: Whereas under the GI bill the full cost of tuition 
and fees up to a maximum of $500, less supplies and equipment, is 
borne by the Government, 8S. 1940 provides that, where subsistence 
is paid to the trainees, the Government would bear one-half the cost 
of tuition and fees up to a maximum Government payment of $300. 
Where no subsistence is paid the trainee, the Government would pay 
tuition and fees up to a maximum of $600 for an ordinary school year. 

(e) Course changes: S. 1940 would require the approval by the 
Administrator of all course changes after the first. The GI bill as 
amended, on the other hand, requires only that changes from one gen- 
eral field to another be approved by the Administrator. 

(7) Award of benefits: S. 1940 provides that the Administrator 
may deny benefits for job, farm, or profit-school training if either he 
or the State approval agency finds that the course fails to meet the 
requirements of the law or if fraud exists. Under the GI bill the 
Administrator could deny benefits only if he found fraud to exist. He 
could not deny benefits for substandard training if the school was 
approved by the State approval agency. 

These differences between the provisions of 8. 1940 and the educa- 
tion and training provisions of the World War II GI bill are distinct 
improvements, in our opinion, They represent the minimum modi- 
fication which should be made if similar readjustment benefits are to 
be extended to veterans of service during the current emergency. 
The provisions of the GI bill represented : a new and more positive 
approach to the veterans’ readjustment problem than the pensions and 
bonuses previously provided. 

There is ample evidence that the education and training received 
by millions of veterans has benefited the Nation as well as themselves. 
However, there were abuses which impaired the readjustment of some 
veterans and added to the cost of the program. The provisions of 
S. 1940 would eliminate the most serious abuses which occurred under 
the GI bill and make possible the achievement of the objectives of that 
bill at substantially smaller cost to the country. 
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It is important to your consideration of this matter to emphasize 
that S. 1940 is essentially a revision of the GI bill with certain im- 
portant changes to make possible more complete achievement of the 
objectives of the bill. This is important because the World War IL 
GI bill was itself in the nature of an experiment in that it represented 
a new type of effort to aid the veteran to readjust himself to civilian 
life. It was enacted in anticipation of serious unemployment result- 
ing from mass demobilization at the close of an extended period of 
all-out war. Because of the experimental nature of the GI bill and 
because of the different situation now confronting the Nation, we are 
sure that your committee will want to give very fundamental con- 
sideration to this important matter. 

The Armed Forces are in the process of expanding to a level of 
approximately 3.6 million men. Indications are that the Armed 
Forces will probably remain somewhere near this level for an ex- 
tended period of years. A substantial proportion of the total per- 
sonnel of the Armed Forces will have to be obtained through selective 
service or other involuntary channels in order to maintain this 
strength. 

We are therefore entering upon a situation unlike any which has 
previously confronted the Nation—a long period of partial mobiliza- 
tion. The implications of such a situation from the standpoint of 
veterans’ benefits are unprecedented. The situation also contains 
social, political, and economic implications which must be considered. 

In the first place, since it is almost certain that a very large propor- 
tion of the maturing male population will become members of the 
Armed Forces, and hence by definition will become veterans, the 
proportion of the population eligible for veterans’ benefits will in- 
crease steadily. As the number of veterans increases, the potential 
cost of veterans’ benefits programs increases accordingly. 

Second, previous distinctions, statutory and otherwise, between 
wartime and peacetime service can no longer be sharply drawn. Tech- 
nically, no state of war exists in Korea, but it is a matter of national 
policy, as well as equity, to consider veterans of the Korean conflict 
as persons with wartime service. 

It can only be a matter of conjecture whether further response by 
the United States to provide troops for a United Nations effort to 
keep or restore peace will involve the combat conditions of the Korean 

‘ampaign. It is not a matter of conjecture that maintenance of ade- 
quate armed strength will involve training far different from the 
kind of activity on the part of our Armed Forces once considered 
normal in times of peace. 

Thus it appears to the Bureau of the Budget impossible to continue 
to make either a logical or an equitable distinction between a veteran 
who is drafted or called to active duty for fighting service in Korea 
or in preparation for such service and a veteran who may be drafted 
or called to active duty after the conclusion of the Korean campaign. 
It seems to us inevitable that extension of benefits of a new Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act to all members of the Armed Forces during 
the period of the United Nations campaign in Korea will mean ex- 
tension of similar benefits to all members of the Armed Forces during 
the entire future period of the use of the draft and involuntary call 
to active duty of the Reserves. 
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If the reasoning of the foregoing paragraph is correct and if cir- 
cumstances are as we believe they will be, it means that the United 
States must consider most carefully not only the justification for new 
or additional aids to veterans but also the scope of such programs, 
the purposes they are designed to fulfill, and the relationship-between 
them and other programs which are now available or may be made 
available at public expense to all of the people, particularly to those 
in the younger age brackets and their dependents. 

The concept of readjustment for the millions of veterans of World 
War II, whose lives and expected means of livelihood were interrupted 
by military service, was a great advance over the concept of bonus 
and adjusted compensation “adopted after World War I. However, 
additional legislation in this field should take into account the further 
strides which we have made in the United States in providing greater 
opportunities for education and vocational training, and for freedom 
from want when early disability or death strike down the wage earner 
in the family. General programs in which veterans participate may 
well be of greater value than programs designed only for veterans. 

To meet the present situation, the extension of the principles under- 
lying S. 1940 is sound. The experience gained under the GI bill 
should make it possible to write legislation which contains substantial 
itaprovements over the earlier act. It is the responsibility of the 
Bureau of the Budget, however, to urge that the Congress not over- 
look the fiscal implications of such legislation. The billions of dollars 
which will be involved by the enactment of legislation along the lines 
of S. 1940 must be taken into account in relationship to other national 
needs. In our judgment, the present and prospective requirements 
of continuing partial mobilization mean that great care must be ex- 
ercised to avoid exte nding benefits which might impair our ability to 
sustain the defense effort or be out of proportion in terms of other 
national needs. 

These changes in our national situation all point to the need for 
very careful consideration of the problem of veterans’ readjustment 
benefits. In this connection, the study now being completed by a 
select committee of the House of Representatives, under the chairman- 
ship of Representative Teague, of the GI bill education and training 
program is, to the best of our knowledge, the most. comprehensive 
which has been made. We believe that any legislation considered by 
the Congress should take into account the findings of the Teague 
anmNiaie.: and we recommend that your committee not complete its 
action on S. 1940 prior to the time that the report of the House com- 
mittee becomes available. 

The Bureau has not discussed the detailed provisions of S. 1940 
with the President. ‘Therefore, I am unable at this time to advise as 
to the relationship of its specific provisions to the program of the 
President. I am, however, authorized by the President to indicate 
his belief that the principles of readjustment underlying the bill are 
sound and that he supports the objectives of the measure. He agrees 
with the Bureau that any expression of Presidential views on the 
specific kind of educational and training opportunities to be author- 
ized and the extent to which they should be financed by the Federal 
Government should be deferred until he has had an opportunity to 
study the forthcoming report of the House Select Committee to In- 
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vestigate Educational Training and Loan Guaranty Programs Under 
the GI Bill. 

That is signed by Elmer B. Staats, Acting Director. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any questions? 

Senator Arxen. I think most of my questions are not expected to 
be answered by the Bureau of the Budget. Has the Bures au made any 
estimate of the probable cost over the next few years / 

Mr. Hueurs. We have worked with the Veterans’ Administration 
in the preparation of their estimates. They have det: oe figures, I 
believe, to present to the committee. Their figures indicate a prob- 
able cost in 1953, which we agree with, of approximately $050, 000,000. 
They estimate a 1954 cost of. approximately $500,000,000, and a peak 
cost, leveling-off cost, of approximately $600,000,000 a year. 

Senator Arken. When is it going to level off ? 

Mr. Hugues. About 1955 or 1956. The program will continue to 
grow, we believe, until 1955 or 1956. 

Senator ArkEN. Are those estimates in addition to the present GI 
education program ¢ 

Mr. Huaues. Yes, sir. Of course, the present costs will decline 
very sharply, particularly this year and next year, as eligibility under 
the World War II GI bill expires, 

Senator Arken. About what is the present cost ? 

Mr. Hueues. The 1952 cost, as I recall offhand, is approximately 
$1.5 billion. 

Senator Aiken. Unless more men are taken into the service, con- 
tinuation of the program would represent a decreasing cost but pos- 
sibly a more permanent cost ! 

Mr. Huenes. That is correct. I wanted to make sure I was clear 
about the World War II bill. Even if more men are taken into the 
service, eligibility for all practical purposes under the World War II 
bill will expire this year; that is, eligibility to initiate a course ex- 
pired on July 25 of this year. Therefore, new entrances will not take 
place. 

The remaining costs are costs attributable to men who entered on 
training previously. 

Senator Aiken. Have you any estimate as to how many remaining 
veterans of World War II lost out on their benefits through the mis- 

taken idea that enrollment in a school qualified them ? Perhaps we 
should ask the Veterans’ Administration in that regard. 

Mr. Hucuers. May I comment to this extent, that the deadline date 
is a date which has been in the law for a rather long period. 

Senator Arxen. That is correct. 

Mr. Hucues. A good deal of publicity was given to the interpreta- 
tion which was made by the Veterans’ Administration. I think it is 
entirely posisble that there was some misunderstanding of what initia- 
tion of a course constituted. However, it has apeared to us that, in 
view of the time interval involved and the publicity which was given 
to the deadline date, the number of veterans who through misunder- 
standing were in need of readjustment and did not get it—the number 
would be very small. 

Senator Arken. Well, there were some who felt that if they were 
enrolled in a course to start August 1 they qualified, whereas under 
the Veterans’ Administration ruling and under the law they were not, 
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and they missed out under that. I do not know how many there pos- 
sibly were, and perhaps Mr. Birdsall can tell us. 

That is all Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Hughes. 

Mr. Hucues. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The CuarrMan. We will now hear from Senator Kerr. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT S. KERR, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I wonder if I might ask the witness two questions. 

The Carman. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. You estimate the 1950-52 fiscal year will be about 
$1.5 billion ? 

Mr. Huenes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What do you estimate the 1953 fiscal year to cost, 
roughly ¢ 

Mr. Hueues. It is approximately half of that. I do not recall the 
figure offhand, but the enrollment will drop very sharply, and we 
estimate a very sharp decline in expenditures. I would guess some- 
where in the neighborhood of $800,000,000 or $700,000,000. 

Senator Kerr. Then the 1954 fiscal year cost would be at con- 
siderably less than that ? 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir; a very sharp decline each year. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am grateful for 
the opportunity to comment briefly on Senate bill 1940, which is now 
being considered by your committee. This bill, introduced by Sen- 
ator Geor ge and myself on August 1, will provide educ ational and 
training benefits to our veterans who served in the active military, 
naval, or air services on or after June 27, 1950. 

As you have just heard by the very able statement from the Bureau 
of the Budget, this bill is patterned after the provisions for educa- 
tional and training benefits for veterans of World War II contained 
in the original Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. 

The purpose of S. 1940 is the same, to provide similar benefits to 
veterans whose educational training was interrupted or delayed by 
reason of their entrance into the military service after the outbreak of 
the fighting in Korea. However, profiting from the experience gained 
in the administration of the education and training program set up 
in the original GI bill, we have endeavored to correct the faults found 
in that program. 

For example, this bill provides more adequate safeguards against 
excessive expenditure of public funds. It will be simpler to admin- 
ister, and we believe it will assure the veteran a better quality of 
training. 

The bill has been prepared in cooperation with the various agencies 
within the executive branch of the Government concerned with its 
provisions. It may not be completely satisfactory to any single 
agency. However, I understand the general objectives of the bill are 
endorsed by all the participating agencies. 
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Your committee staff has prepared a memorandum setting forth 
a comparison of the provisions of this bill with those of the original 
GI bill. In addition, representatives of the Government agencies 
affected by the bill are scheduled to appear here and are prepared to 
outline in detail their views concerning the proposed legislation. 
Therefore I will not use your time with the detailed discussion of the 
provisions of the bill. I know that you are as anxious as I am to 
complete action on such a bill as this in order that a portion of the 
obligations of our Government to these veterans may be met in an 
appropriate time and manner. 

This Congress has already enacted legislation to provide medical 
care and hospitalization for the veterans. It has approved the same 
insurance program as that afforded World War II servicemen, to- 
gether with automatic insurance coverage on those killed in line of 
duty in the early days of the Korean conflict. 

Some of these veterans whose education was interrupted by reason 
of military service since the day we accepted the challenge to meet 
further Communist aggression with military force have returned 
home. In the coming months many more will return. We should 
have in operation now a program whereby they may continue their 
education and training. 

I therefore respectfully urge your speediest and most favorable 
consideration of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, we know that, however this bill may be written 
after whatever amount of consideration may be given to it, it will 
still be far from perfect and that improvements and changes will be 
necessary. I think that the urgency for the early enactment of the 
bill cannot be disregarded by considerations of the need for the writ- 
ing of the best possible bill that can be developed. I am convinced 
that this will be a continuing program for the foreseeable future. I 
am convinced that the necessities of this Government to maintain an 
armed force of 3,500,000 men make it mandatory that we meet not 
only the requirements for maintaining that force but also the necessity 
to provide adequate compensation, adequate training programs, for 
the men whose education is interrupted, whose other progress in life 
is deterred and who will be coming out of the service in a steady 
stream. 

I think that the consideration of it from their equity alone is 
entirely inadequate. I think the consideration of it from the stand- 
point of the welfare of the country, the contribution which their 
adequate training will make to the future of the Nation, is of vital 
import. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that a bill should be 
enacted now with the full realization that changes will be needed to 
be made as experience unfolds and as we learn more about it. It 
would be a tragedy to too long defer that which is both needed and 
justified in the hope that by so doing at some future date we might 
develop a more perfect pattern. 

I think we can do both, have the program for those who will be 
coming out and at the same time use the experience in its operation 
in snlion to that which we have had under the provisions of the 
World War IL Act to guide us in making such improvements on the 
program as are indicated as we go along. 
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I want to thank the committee for this opportunity. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you, Senator. We certainly appreciate 
your sound advice with reference to this legislation. 

It does seem to me that.your thought that we should go ahead now 
and enact this legislation and not wait until we discover how we can 
have a more perfect bill is sound. The bill is quite perfect as far 
as I can see. I can see no real objections to it, but if any do develop 
they can be considered as we go along. 

Senator Kerr. I appreciate the statement of the chairman and say 
to him that 6 months were spent by the authors of this bill and their 
staffs in consultation with the staffs of the various agencies of the 
Government in an effort, an earnest effort and a continuing effort, 
to work out a bill that would meet their views of the necessities and 
conform to the indications which the experience of the World War II 
bill had developed. 

The CuatrMan. We thank you, Senator, for the contribution you 
have made to a consideration of this important legislation. 

Senator A1xen. Senator Kerr, did you discuss the effect of this with 
the college people? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Arken. As I was reading it, I got to wondering if this 
would result in a boy taking 2 years ’ college, then taking his 2 2. years in 
the Army, and then taking his last 2 years of college. There would be 
an inducement to do that; would there not? I am not saying that 
is bad. He gets help during his last 2 years of college if he takes 2 
years in the Army. 

Senator Kerr. I think that is possible. I do not think that situa- 
tion would be greatly changed from what it would otherwise be. I 
think that many men will seek to get as much of their college educa- 
tion before they go into the armed services as they can. Those who 
do will certainly come out of the armed services with their civilian 
life or program interrupted and this will be a great encouragement to 
them. There can certainly be no question about that point. 

On the other hand, those who go into the armed services before they 
enter college will find in the provisions of this bill a great encourage- 
ment to them to start in at college when they come out of the armed 
services. 

Now experience has shown these things: No. 1, when men are in- 
duced to enter college and when both encouragement and assistance 
are available to them to make it possible for them to get through 
1 or 2 years of their college work that that time provides them the 
opportunity to develop for themselves additional means of making 
it easy or possible for them to stay. 

Senator Arken. Did you find the college people generally favorable 
to the bill as written ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Arken. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. Again we want to thank you, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The Cuarran. Next we will hear from Mr. Birdsall, Assistant 
Administrator for Legislation, Veterans’ Administration. 
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STATEMENTS OF GUY H. BIRDSALL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR LEGISLATION; S. H. COILE, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EDUCATION; AND A. H. 
MONK, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT FOR VOCATIONAL REHABILITA- 
TION AND EDUCATION, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Brrpsatt, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Veterans’ Administration has furnished under date of September 14 
a detailed report on 8S. 1940, As it happens the report, which is quite 
detailed as to the effects of various paragraphs, runs about 15 pages, 
excluding an attachment which analyzes the cost estimates for the 
fiscal years 1952 to 1957. 

If the chairman is willing for us to proceed in that manner this 
report of the Veterans’ Administration could be inserted as though 
it had been read into the record, and Mr. Coile, who is Assistant Ad- 
ministrator for Vocational Rehabilitation and Education, could give 
you a short summary and answer questions, with which I will be 
happy to assist. 

The Cuarrman. You may go right ahead. 

Mr. Birpsaww, This will refer to your request of August 7, 1951, 
for a report by the Veterans’ Administration on S. 1940, Eighty- 
second Congress, a bill to provide certain educational and training 
benefits to veterans who served in the active military, naval, or air 
service on or after June 27, 1950. 

The purpose of the bill is to provide readjustment benefits to per- 
sons who served in the active military, naval, or air service on or after 
June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall later be determined by 
Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, 
in the form of education or training assistance. The measure would 
also assure the extension of employment assistance to this group of 
veterans under the program afforded by title 1V of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act. 

In establishing education and training benefits for veterans of cur- 
rent service, the bill would follow a general pattern similar to that 
of title II of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. It would 
amend section 1, title I, Public Law No. 2 of the Seventy-third Con- 
gress, as amended, by adding at the end thereof a new subsection to 
be known as subsection (h) which, in turn, would prescribe entitle- 
ment to education or training in favor of “any person who served 
in the active military, naval, or air service on or after June 27, 1950, 
and prior to such date as shall thereafter be determined by Presi- 
dential proclamation or concurrent resolution of Congress,” subject 
to the provisions and limitations of part X of Veterans Regulation 
No. 1 (a), as amended. 

Part X would be added to Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as 
amended, by section 2 of this bill. The program would contain numer- 
ous points of similarity to the World War II education and training 
program provided by part VIII of Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as 
amended. However, it would differ from that program in several 
important respects. 

At the outset it should be observed that this bill is apparently based 
upon the concept that the assistance to be provided should be limited to 
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such sound and constructive education or training as the veteran, by 
reason of his service, needs to facilitate his transition to civilian life. 
To this end the following general principles underlie the proposed pro- 
gram: 

(1) The veteran should have a financial stake of his own in the 
training. 

(2) To simplify administration and eliminate abuses, educational 
institutions should be required to demonstrate the quality and worth of 
their courses before they become eligible to participate in this pro- 
gram. ie 

(3) The veteran’s earned income, ee subsistence while in training, 
should be not greater than his probable earning capacity when his 
training is completed. 

(4) Training of poor quality or “blind alley” training should be 
guarded against by appropriate provisions in the basic legislation. 

The major portion of this report will deal with the specific provi- 
sions of the proposed part X, Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a). 


PARAGRAPH 1 


This paragraph establishes the general character of the new benefit. 
Like the or iginal part VIII, as it was enacted by the Servicemen’s Re- 
adjustment Act of 1944, it would prescribe criteria for eligibility for 
its benefits composed of three separate elements: specified service 
requirements, relationship of preservice education or training status, 
and timely application. 

The readjustment concept of this bill is emphasized by the return 
to the “interruption of education or training” theory coupled with the 
stricter time limitations which were contained in the 1944 enactment, 
but which were subsequently modified by amendments to the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act. Eligibility under the proposed part X for 
education or training beyond a maximum of 12 months is keyed to an 
interruption of the veteran’s education or training by entrance into the 
armed services within the basic service period. 

However, eligibility for a course not to exceed a maximum of 12 
months is bestowed upon all persons otherwise eligible. Presumably, 
this last condition is based upon the view that some kind of limited 
grant should be made in recognition of the fact that the veteran may 


have problems of readjustment in any event, and that availability of 


a short period of education or training would materially assist him in 
meeting those problems, irrespective of his preservice education or 
training status. All eg) who had not passed their twenty-third 
birthday on June 27, 1950, or at date of entrance into the service, 
whichever is later, would be Beenie to have had their education or 
training interrupted for the purpose of eligibility to education or 
training exceeding 12 months. 

In apparent recognition of the fact that readjustment to civilian 
life must be accomplished i ina relatively short period of time after dis- 
charge or release from active duty, if it is to be effective, all persons 
would be required to initiate a course under this part within 2 years 
after such discharge. The terminal date for the program would be 
established as 7 years after the termination of the basic service period. 
As previously noted, these periods (2 years and 7 years, respectively ) 
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—now 4 and 9 under part VIII—are identical with the periods origin- 
ally established for part VIII. 

The second of these dates has no relationship to the date of a vet- 
eran’s discharge or release from active duty. Conceivably, this could 
mean, if the basic service period should be prolonged, that a person, 
by taking a course on a part-time basis, could extend the period of 
education or training long beyond 5 years after the delimiting date 
for initiating such education or training applicable in his particular 
case. This would apparently be contrary to the spirit of the bill as 
an immediate readjustment aid as related to the date of discharge of 
the individual veteran. The Congress may wish to guard against such 
possibility and relate the final date for affording education or training 
in individual cases to the date of the person’s discharge. This could 
be accomplished by modifying the second proviso to read as follows: 

That no such course of education or training shall be afforded a person beyond 
7 years after the date of his final discharge (or 7 years after the date of enact- 
ment of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1951, if later) ; but in no event 
shall a course be afforded beyond 7 years after the termination of the basic 
service period. 

The conditions existing at the present time would not seem to por- 
tend a mass release of service personnel, such as occurred at the end of 
hostilities in World War IT, so that the schools and other training 
establishments should be able to absorb all trainees under this part 
without the delays such as influenced the extension of the original 
limitation periods under part VIII from 2 and 7 years to 4 and 9 years, 
respectively, pursuant to Public Law 268, Seventy-ninth Congress. 

Paragraph 1 contains one administrative feature which has no 
counterpart in the World War II education or training program. The 
running of the 2-year period after discharge or release from active 
duty during which a course may be initiated would be tolled by re- 
entrance into the Armed Forces within the 2 years and during the 
basic service period until after discharge or release from such subse- 
quent service. This provision is evidently designed to encourage reen- 
listment during a period when the needs of the armed services fo1 
trained personnel would be expected to be at a high level. 

In this connection, it may be noted that the first proviso, with re- 
spect to the period during which a course of education or training 
may be initiated, would have retroactive application to the date of 
discharge, without regard to the date of the enactment of the bill. As 
the basic service period extends back to June 27, 1950, it would appear 
that a substantial number of persons might have the contemplated 
2-year period considerably reduced. Such an effect is apparently not 
intended, and the committee may wish to amend the first proviso of 
paragraph 1 by inserting after the word “discharge” in line 3, page 3 
of S. 1940, the parenthetical phrase “or after the date of enactment 
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1951, if later.” 


PARAGRAPH 2 


_ Entitlement to courses of education or training to assist in attain- 
ing an educational or vocational objective would be granted to all 
persons who establish basic eligibility under the provisions of para- 
graph 1 for a period not to exceed the time spent in the active service 
during the basic service period. Any period of time during which 
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the veteran was assigned to « civilian institution for a course of 
education or training ‘under the Army, Navy, or the Air Force, which 
course Was substantially the same as established courses offered to 
civilians or as a cadet or midshipman would be excluded in computing 
the period of entitlement. Parenthetically, it may be noted that the 
principle of excluding the time spent in essentially civilian study 
was recognized in a somewhat different provision in the World War II 
program. 

A maximum period of entitlement of 12 months is prescribed in the 
case of any person whose education or training was not interrupted 
by reason of entrance in the service. Further, it is provided that 
neither entitlement to education or training under part X, nor (in 
cases of dual eligibility) the aggregate entitlement under both parts 
VIII and X, can exceed 48 months. 

This computation of the period of entitlement on a month-for-month 
formula is a significant variation from the existing World War II 
program of part VIII. Under that part a full year of training is 
granted to every veteran basically eligible, plus an additional month 
for each month of service up to a maximum of 48 months. It is evi- 
dent that the existing program is weighted heavily in favor of a man 
with a short period of service providing that he had at least 90 days 
of service, or was released by reason of an actual service-ineurred 
injury or disability. 

Apparently, it 1s the theory of the bill that under current condi- 
tions the month-for-month formula is appropriate in the proposed 
new program for veterans of present service. No definite informa- 
tion is available as to the average period of entitlement under the 
proposed oe but it appears likely that it would approximate 
24 months, or, translated in terms of the education which would be 
available, it ae amount to 22 school years. As all but a few 

cases would receive eligibility by reason of at least 90 days’ service, 
the usual minimum entitlement would afford education or training of 
one school term. 

This is assured by the provision that for veterans in schools operat- 
ing on the quarter or semester system whenever a period of eligibility 
ends during a quarter or semester, or after the major part of such 
quarter or semester expires, such period shall be extended to the 
period of termination of such unexpired quarter or semester. There 
is a comparable provision for other institutional courses which pro- 
vides that whenever the period of eligibility ends after a larger por- 
tion of the course is completed, such period may be extended not more 
than 9 weeks to completion. 


PARAGRAPH 3 


Paragraph 3 contains a number of important provisions of adminis- 
tration defining both the rights of the veteran and the authority of 
the Administrator. 

The veteran would be granted the right to elect any course of 
education or training which is not recreational or avocational in 
character at any approved institution, which finds him qualified for 
and will accept him in the course so elected. Further, the veteran 
would be permitted to make one change of course, prior to the delimit- 
ing date applicable to him, from the course he originally elected to any 
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other approved course which is neither recreational nor avocational 
as to him. The Administrator may aprove additional changes of 
courses when he finds that any one of certain specified conditions exists 
and may discontinue any. course of education or training at any time 
if he finds that the conduct or progress of the veteran is unsatisfactory. 

Special provisions are established with regard to correspondence 
courses. Such course may be elected by any eligible person provided 
that one-fourth of the elapsed time in following such course shall be 
charged against his period of eligibility. The Administrator is given 
authority ‘to contract with approved institutions for correspondence 
courses if he finds that the agreed cost is fair and res sonable, without 
regard to the limitations est: tablished by paragraph 5 of part X for 
other types of courses. 

Further Ao Administrator would be directed to refuse approval to 
any course elected or commenced by a veteran which is avocational or 
recreational in nature. Certain listed courses—essentially the same as 
those added to paragraph 9 of part VIII by Public Law 610, Eighty- 
first Congress—would be presumed to be avocational or recreational 
in nature. 


PARAGRAPH 4 


The mechanics of the part VIII program for the approval of educa- 
tion or training institutions (including industrial establishments), 
by appropriate State agencies, would be adapted for the administra- 
tion of part X. Certain limitations upon this power of approval are 
established for the apparent purpose of avoiding situations involving 
poor training and improper tuition charges which have arisen under 
part VIII. The attention of the Congress was directed to certain 
situations of this nature in a joint report submitted by the Director 
of the Bureau of of the Budget and the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs to the President, and by him submitted to the Congress on 
February 13, 1951 (H. Doe. 466, ‘Sist Cong., 2d sess. ). 

The specific limitations incorporated in paragraph 4 of the bill 
consist of (1) the same requirement (with certain exceptions) with 
respect to operation of a school for at least 1 year before it may be 
approved under the program as that contained in the existing World 
War II provisions and (2) a new limitation which would prec ‘lude the 
approval of a profit ideal for the enrollment of veterans during any 
period in which the Administrator finds that it has fewer than 25 
equivalent full-time students or one-third of the equivalent full-time 
students enrolled (whichever is larger) who are paying all of their 
own tuition without rebate or scholarships. 


PARAGRAPH 5 


Subparagraph 5 (a) prescribes the method for determining the pay- 
ments to be made to education or training institutions in behalf of 
persons enrolled in courses under this part. These provisions are 
entirely new insofar as the veterans’ education and training programs 
aré concerned and appear to be a comprehensive attempt to avoid the 
difficulties, inadequacies, and administrative complexities of the “cus- 
tomary cost” and “adjusted rate” formulas of part VIII. The pro- 
posed method may be summarized as follows: (1) Where subsistence 
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is paid to the trainees, the Government would bear not to exceed one- 
half the cost of tuition and fees charged regular nonveteran students in 
the same category, up to a maximum Government payment of $300; 
(2) where no subsistence is paid, the Government would pay all tuition 
and fees required of other students, up to a maximum of'$600 for an 
ordinary school year. 

The underlying theory seems to be that if the college or other institu- 
tion must obtain a substantial portion of the tuition and other charges 
from the students themselves, normal competitive factors would help to 
assure that such charges will be fair and reasonable. This would mean 
that payment of Federal funds on behalf of veterans could be made in 
many bases to such institution without requiring elaborate cost data. 
The basis for payment proposed would tend to lessen controversy be- 
tween the schools and the Government. 

It may be noted that profit schools, with a nonveteran enrollment in- 
sufficient to insure the operation at least to some extent of competitive 
factors, could not be deemed qualified and approved for training under 
part X (par. 4). In the case of nonprofit schools having a nonveteran 
enrollment, insufficient to provide some assurance of a competitive 
rate, the Administrator would be directed to establish a fair and rea- 
sonable rate to be paid by the Administrator and the veteran. This pro- 
cedure would apply where the enrollment in any course in a nonprofit 
school consist of fewer than one-third of the students paying all of , 
their own tuition. 

Subparagraph 5 (b) provides for the financial accountability of the 
school for any overpayment to the veteran of subsistence allowance 
which is the result of the willful or negligent failure of the school to 
report to the Veterans’ Administration the necessary facts respecting 
absences, discontinuances, or interruption of courses. These provisions 
are identical with subparagraph 5 (b) of part VIII, as added by sec- 
tion 7 of Public Law 610, Eighty-first Congress. 


PARAGRAPH 6 


Paragraph 6 (a) describes the conditions and limitations for the 
payment of allowances for subsistence, supplies, and equipment to 

ersons enrolled in a course under part X. The rates which would 
Ge established are uniformly $5 per month higher than the comparable 
rates under part VIII, to represent an allowance for supplies and 
equipment. Consistent with this change the provision in subpara- 
graph 5 (a) of part VIII authorizing payment by the Administrator— 
for books, supplies, equipment, and other necessary expenses, exclusive of board, 
lodging, other living expenses, and travel, as are generally required for the 
successful pursuit and completion of the course by other students in the 
institution— 
is not included in part X. The provision for a flat monthly increase 
in the allowance to be paid the veteran to cover the expenses which 
the student or trainee would incur on the average for books, supplies, 
and equipment in lieu of payment of the actual expenses incurred 
for such purposes by the individual veteran is designed to permit 
administrative simplifications and to eliminate a potent source of 
abuse. 

Monthly certification of attendance would be required before pay- 
ments are made to the veteran. The period during which the allow- 
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ance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment may be paid is defined 
as— 
beginning with the first day of required attendance and ending with the last 
day of required attendance of a given academic year or other enrollment period, 
including not in excess of 30 days in a calendar year for absences authorized by 
the institution or establishment and days when the institution is not regularly 
in session, not counting as absences week ends or legal holidays established by 
Federal or State law during which the institution is not regularly in session. 
This language is apparently designed to furnish specific guides con- 
cerning the matter of allowable absences and eliminate the difficul- 
ties arising from the leave provisions as contained in paragraph 6, 
part VIII. 

The allowances payable for subsistence, supplies (including books), 
and equipment would be at the following rates for full-time courses: 





Veteran Veteran oun aoe 
with no with 1 than 1 


dependents dependen 
fependent lependent dependent 








Full-time institutional trainees... _-_- ee ; $80 $110 $125 
Part-time institutional training, institutional on-farm train- 

ing, apprenticeship or other training on the job and combi- 

ee MIN dn ht cde cckcacdude dodscncubenetacdecuin 70 95 


95 


The rates indicated{are*computed_on‘a*profrata basis for authorized part-time 
situations, 


Supplies, subsistence, and equipment allowance payments for on- 
the-job and institutional on-farm training would be subject to auto- 
matic adjustment as the course progresses in accordance with a pre- 
established formula rather than individually adjusted on the basis 
of the changing relationship between the trainee wage and the wage 
paid to a trained person in the particular trade or occupation as has 
been provided by regulation under part VIII. The formula which 
would be established for this purpose provides that the allowance 
shall be reduced each 4 months as the course progresses “in the ratio 
that such 4 months’ period bears to the total length of the veteran’s 
approved course under this part, converted to the next higher 4 
months’ interval in the case of a course which is not equal to an 
exact multiple of 4 months.” The language, “veteran’s approved 
course under this part,” is apparently intended to refer to the course, 
or part thereof, only to the extent that the veteran has entitlement 
under part X so that he would not be given the benefit, for the pur- 
pose of applying the reduction formula, of any portion of a course 
which exceeds his entitlement. 

It is noted that the lower rates of $70 and $95 would be applicable 
under item (2) of the first proviso of paragraph 6 (a) to a “com- 
bination course.” This ordinarily refers, under regulations of the 
Veterans’ Administration pertaining to the part VIII program, to 
courses which are primarily training on the job with supplemental 
related instruction. In view of this general characteristic the com- 
mittee may deem it desirable to insert the phrase “or a combination 
course” immediately following the word “job” in line 238, page 11, 
of the bill so that the 4 months’ reduction formula will apply to such 
courses as a whole as well as to institutional on-farm courses which 
are already included in the second proviso along with apprentice- 
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ship and other training-on-the-job courses. However, there is an- 
other type of course know as a cooperative course, Which is usually 
distinguished from the ordinary combination course in that the co- 
operative type of course is pursued primarily at a school with the 
training-on-the-job portion being strictly supplemental to the school 
course. This arrangement is characteristic of the cooperative course 
on the collegiate level and junior-college level and in some technical 
high se hools. 

Accordingly the committee may deem it inadvisable to subject the 
cooperative type of course to the reduction formula, although it 
would be subject to the $70 and $95 monthly rates rather than the 
higher full-time institutional rates specified in item (1) of the first 
proviso. In order to indicate the distinction for these purposes be- 
tween a “combination course” and a “cooperative course” the phrase 
“or a cooperative course” should be inserted immediately following 
the word “course” in line 16 of page 11. 

In the case of a veteran with income from productive labor, his al- 
lowance would be adjusted prospectively so that in no event would 
the rate of such allowance plus the income from productive labor 
reasonably expected to be received by the veteran exceed the rate of 
$2,580 for a 12-months’ period for a veteran without a dependent, or 
$3,300 for a 12-months’ period for a veteran with one dependent, or 
$3,540 for a 12-months’ period for a veteran with two or more depend- 
ents. Such prospective adjustments would be made on the basis of 
reports to be obtained by the Administrator at the beginning of the 
veteran’s course or enrollment period and each 12 months thereafter 
if continuously enrolled. 

No allowance for subsistence, supplies, or equipment would be pay- 
able to a person taking less than one-half-time training. 

Subparagraph 6 (b) would define as full-time “a trade or technical 
course, offered on a clock-hour basis below the college level, for train- 
ing in those occupations which are customarily learned through ap- 
prenticeships or other training on the job shall be considered a full- 
time course when a minimum of 36 hours per week of attendance is 
required.” In passing, it may be mentioned that this provision is con- 
sistent with the recommendatons contained in the afore-mentioned 
joint report submitted to the President by the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget, and Administrator for Veterans’ Affairs and transmitted by 
the President to the C ongress on February 13, 1950—House Document 
466, Eighty-first Congress, first session. 


PARAGRAPHS 7, 8, 9 AND 10 


No detailed comments are indicated with regard to paragraph 7, 
election of benefits between parts VII and X; paragraph 8, prohibition 
of Federal control over education ; paragr aph 9, authority of the Ad- 
ministrator to promulgate rules and regulations; and paragraph 10, 
educational and vocational guidance, as the material contained therein 
is essentially comparable to the parallel provisions of part VIII. 

Paragraph 10 contains an administrative provision which would 
authorize the Administrator to defray or reimburse the veteran for his 
traveling expenses to and from the place of advisement in those cases 
where the Administrator requires educational vocational advisement. 
This authority has proved its worth in connection with the vocational 
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rehabilitation training program under part VII, Veterans Regulation 
No. 1 (a), as amended. 


PARAGRAPH 11 


Paragraph 11 contains certain definitions and certain standards to 
be met by establishments offering apprentice or other on-the-job 
training, by institutional on-farm traming, and by schools operated 
for profit. These parallel in the main the definitions and standards 
appearing in subparagraphs (a), (b), (c), and (e) of paragraph 11 
of part VIII. 

The provisions of subparagraph 11 (d), dealing with the standards 
which must be met by schools oper: tad for profit, differ from the com- 
parable provisions of part VIII in two important respects: 

(a) The standards will be applicable to all schools operated for 
profit without respect to the size or existence of a nonveteran enroll- 
ment; and 

(6) Subparagraph 4 on page 24 would preclude the award of bene- 
fits if it is found by either the State agency or the Administrator that 
the course fails to meet the applicable requirements or if the Admin- 
istrator finds that the school has submitted willfully false or mis- 
leading claims. 

Experience with the operation of the part VIII program has indi- 
rated the desirability of certain minor modifications of the standards 
to improve administration, and the following suggestions are fur- 
nished for consideration in connection with the present proposal: 

1. Paragraph 11 (b) 1f, page 16: This paragraph could be revised 
to read as follows : 

f. Number of hours of supplemental related instructions required. 


Insertion of the word “related” would make this statement consistent 
with the reference to related instructions in paragraph 11 (b) 2¢. 

2. Paragraph 11 (c) le (2), page 20: This paragraph could be re- 
vised to read as follows: 

(2) will permit instruction in all aspects of the management of a farm of the 

type for which the veteran is being trained, and will provide the veteran with an 
opportunity to apply to the operation of his farm the major portion of the farm 
practices taught in the group instruction part of the course. 
The additional language following the word “trained” is presented 
for consideration because cases have been noted where a large part of 
the group instruction part of the course was of little value to the 
veterans In operating their particular types of farms. 

3. Paragraph 11 (c) le (3), page 21: This paragraph could be re- 
vised to read as follows: 

(8) will assure him a satisfactory income for reasonable living under normal 
conditions at least by the end of his course. 
As now stated in the bill, this clause (3) would permit a veteran to 
operate a farm that may not assure him a satisfactory income under 
normal conditions, if it appears that he does not intend to operate the 
farm at the close of his course. For the purpose of satisfactory train- 
ing, it would appear that the farm should be of a type to assure a 
satisfactory income for reasonable living under normal conditions, 
regardless of whether the veteran intends to continue the operation of 
the farm at the close of his course. 
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4, Paragraph 11 (c) 2, page 21: The following subparagraph might 
well be added : 


d. There shall be reasonable certainty that at the close of his course the veteran 

will be employed as farm manager of the farm on which he performs part of his 
course, or will manage a farm of similar size and character which has been 
selected and for which arrangements have been made. 
Cases have been observed under part VIII where the veteran had been 
provided training under an employer trainer without any indication 
or assurance that he would be employed as manager of that farm or 
of any farm, and at the close of the course the veteran became employed 
as a farm hand or in some unrelated occupation. Attention is invited 
to the fact that paragraph 11 (b) 2b contains a substantially similar 
provision for training on the job. 

5. Paragraph 11 (d), page 22: In view of the second and third pro- 
visos of paragraph 4 of the proposed part X regarding enrollment of 
students paying their own tuition and the 1-year operation require- 
ment for approval of profit schools, it would simplify administration 
if subparagraph (d) 1 were amended to add the following require- 
ments with respect to the written application of the school: 

h. Number of full-time and part-time students enrolled. 

i. Number of full-time and part-time students enrolled paying all of their own 
tuition without rebate or scholarships. 

j. Date course was placed in operation by the school. 

6. Paragraph 11 (d) 1: It is suggested that “contents” in line 7, 
page 22, be changed to read “content.” 

7. Paragraph 11 (d) 2 (c): It is suggested that “instructor” be 
changed to read “instructors.” 


PARAGRAPH 12 


Paragraph 12 would make available the appropriation for the Vet- 
erans’ Administration “Administration, medical, hospital, and domi- 
ciliary services” for necessary expenses under the proposed part X and 
would authorize such further appropriations as may be necessary to 
accomplish the purpose of that part. It would also make any such 
appropriation available for the use by the Administrator in reimburs- 
ing State and local agencies for reasonable expenses incurred by them 
in rendering certain services in connection with the operation of the 
program. 

The attention of the committee is invited to the following technical 
imperfections of form which appear in the bill: 

1. Page 11, lines 21-22, the word “institution” should be “institu- 
tional” to be consistent with the usage in other parts of part X. 

‘ 2. Page 14, line 1, the word “title” should be replaced by the word 
part. 

3. Page 20, line 6, the capital letter “A” should be replaced by the 
small letter “a.” 

The job-counseling and employment-placement services provided 
under title IV of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, are extended by section 3 of the bill to the group serving in 
the active military, naval, or air service during the prescribed period 
beginning June 27, 1950. Since this program is. now administered by 
the Department of Labor, it is assumed that the committee will look 
to that Department for information and advice concerning this pro- 
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vision of the bill. The Veterans’ Administration has no comments to 
submit on this aspect of S. 1940. 

Section 4 would authorize the citation of the bill, if enacted, as the 
“Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1951.” This title is ev idently 
intended to symbolize the major purpose of the bill. 

It is estimated that enactment of the education and training pro- 
visions of the proposed legislation will result in the expenditure of 
the following amounts for direct benefits in the form of payments 
to veterans and training institutions: Fiscal year 1952, $1,644,000; 
fiscal year 1953, $246,000,000; fiscal year 1954, $561,000,000 ; fiscal 
year 1955, $610, 000, 000 ; fiscal year 1956, $603, 000, 000 ; fiscal year 1957, 
$603,000, 000. Estimated costs for operating expenses and adminis- 
trative services to veterans enrolling under the proposed part X, 
Veterans Regulation 1 (a), as amended, would be: Fiscal year 1953, 
$3,600,000 ; fiscal year 1954, $13,000,000; fiscal year 1955, $16,000,000; 
fiscal year 1956, $16,500, 000; fiscal year 1957, $16,500,000. 

The foregoing cost. estimates are predicated on the souumption 
that the proposed legislation will be effective in the spring of 1952 and 
approximately 800,000 persons will be discharged from the military 
service each year. ‘On the basis of these assumptions it is anticipated 
that expenditures will begin to level off in fiscal year 1956. A de- 
tailed presentation containing the basis for the foregoing estimates 
of direct benefit payments and estimates of the average number of 
veterans expected to be in training is attached. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the presentation of this report to your 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have this table made a part of the 
record. 

The Chairman. That will be done. 

(The table referred to follows :) 


Estimate of training load and increased cost for direct benefits if S. 1940, 82a 
Cong., is enacted, effective Mar. 1, 1952 


ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST 


| 


| 
| Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal Sasctad wy Fiscal year | Ficsal ye ar | Ficsal year 
1952 


| 1983 || 1954 | 1985, |S 1986 | 1957 











MME... «2s cdussenssiee | $1, 644, 000|$246, 180, 000 $561, 060, 000/ $609, 720, 000| $602, 820, 000) $602, 820, 000 
Subsistence... ....-- eases 1, 314, 000} 197, 100, 000 “447, 300, 000} 483, 000, a 476, 100. 000) 476, 100, 000 





WR sc nkndispnntpereoennen 330, - 49, 080, so 113, 760, 000) 126, 720, on 126, 720, 7 126, 720, 000 





COST PER MONTH PER TRAINEE 














ik " wale 
DN in diy Bi ssid ebaiws | $20 | $20 | $20 | $20 $20 | $20 
Subsistence. .........-..-----] 7: 73 71 | 70 | 69 69 
ANTICIPATED AVERAGE MONTHLY TRAINING LOAD 

TYPE OF TRAINING 

NE. aaah nnoameac 1, 500 225, 000 525,000 | 575,000 | 575, 000 575, 000 
Institutions of higher ene | 575 105, 000 217, 000 | 240, 000 | 240, 000 “240, 000 
Below college bine 675 79, 000 206,000 | 280, 000 230, 600 230, 000 
PN is iS .danaccoteusdesce 125 20, 500 51, 000 | 58, 000 | 58, 000 58, 000 


Re casi tsiilic er clnncn:d- dence aiglinnes sen 125 20, 500 | 51, 000 | 47, 000 | 47, 000 47, 000 


} 
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The Cuarrman. Do you have further remarks to make in connec- 
tion with the report ? 

Mr. Birpsatu. Only one, and that is that in addition to the commit- 
tee print inserted in the record there might also be included for your 
assistance a chronological history showing the amendments to the law 
if you desire. 

The Cuarrman. That will be done. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Chronological digest of basic act and amendments 





Public Law 346, 78th Cong. - Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. Provides | June 22, 1944 


| 
Federal aid for the readjustment in civilian life of 
returning World War II veterans. 
Public Law 190, 79th Cong - - | Armed Forces Voluntary Recruitment Act of 1945.....| Oct. 6, 1945 
Public Law 268, 79th Cong Amends titles I, II, III, and [V of Servicemen’s Read- | Dec. 28, 1945 
| justment Act of 1944, liberalizing the provisions 
thereof. 
Public Law 679, 79th Cong Ceilings on subsistence allowances for trainees; Vet- | Aug. 7, 1946 


erans’ Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in rendering services 
in connection with administration of certain training 
programs for veterans. 

Public Law 239, 80th Cong Ending date of war for titles LI, III, and V, Public | July 25, 1947 
Law 346, 78th Cong.; Public Law 16, 78th Cong.; 
Public Law 359, 77th Cong.; and title IV, Public 

| Law 861, 77th Cong., and other statutes. 

Public Law 377, 80th Cong... | Amends Publie Law 346, 78th Cong., as amended, to | Aug. 6, 1947 
include institutional on-farm training as full-time 
training course. 

Public Law 411, 80th Cong Amends Public Law 346, 78th Cong., as amended, and | Feb. 14, 1948 
Public Law 16, 78th Cong., as amended, to provide | 
increased subsistence allowance to veterans pursuing 
full-time institutional training thereunder. 

Public Law 512, 80th Cong-. Amends Public Law 346, 78th Cong., as amended, to | May 4, 1948 
provide additional subsistence allowance for part- | 
time institutional trainees, including institutional | 
on-farm, or other combination course trainees under 
certain conditions; increases ceilings on earnings 
under Public Law 346, 78th Cong., asamended, from | 
$175 to $210 per month for a veteran without a de- | 
pendent, from $200 to $270 for a veteran with 1 | 
dependent, and $290 per month for a veteran with 2 | 
or more dependents; eliminates all overtime pay in | 
computing trainees’ earnings; and also amends | 
Public Law 16, 78th Cong., as amended, to provide | 
additional subsistence allowance for institutional 
on-farm trainees under certain conditions. 

‘he Supplemental Independent Offices Appropria- | June 30, 1948 

tion Act, 1949: Restriction on expenditures to bar 

avocational or recreational courses under title IT of 

Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended; | 

excepts aviation courses under certain conditions. 

Public Law 266, 8ist Cong Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1950: Vet- | Aug. 24, 1949 
erans’ Administration. This law continnes the ban 
on avocational and recreational training but modi- 
fies the restrictions relative to flight training; pro- 
hibits payments to schools (and veterans in those 
schools) which have been in operation for less than 1 
year, and prohibits payments to schools (and the 
veterans in them) with no customary tuition costs, 
until fair and reasonable rates of payment have been 
determined; and a Veterans’ Tuition Appeals Board 
is set up. 

Provides, with respect to land-grant colleges which | J 
receive Federal funds under the act of July 2, 1862, 





Public Law 862, 80th Cong 


Public Law 571, 81st Cong._- une 23, 1950 
as amended, that the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs in adjustment of tuition rates under the last 
proviso of par. 5, pt. VIII, Veterans Regulation No. 
1 (a) (Servicemen’s Readjustment Act), shall make 
i no reduction in computation of ‘‘estimated costs of 
teaching personnel and supplies for instruction’’ by 
reason of such Federal contributions. 
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Chronological digest of basic act and amendments—Continued 


Public Law 610, 8ist Cong Veterans’ Education and Training Amendments of | July 13,1950 
' 1950. Amends title II of the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act (Public Law 346, 78th Cong.), as amended, 
to incorporate, with significant modifications, cer- 
tain provisions which heretofore had been the sub- 
ject matter of administrative regulations and tem- 
porary limitations in appropriation acts, relating to | 
the qualifications of schools and courses offered by 
schools, the character of courses and the conditions 
under which they may be pursued by eligible vet- 
erans, and the determination of fair and reasonable 
rates of tuition chargeable by institutions; also in- 
| cludes certain entirely new provisions, notably 
minimum standards for application by the States in 
approving profit schools, and a procedure for recov- 
ering overpayments of subsistence allowance from 
schools failing to make prompt reports of attendance 
| status, 
' 


Mr. Coiz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with your 
permission I will give a short summary of the provisions of this bill 
that differ from the existing Servicemen’s Readjustment Act. 

Paragraph 1 has to do w ith the entitlement to the benefit. The draft 
bill returns to ayprinciple that was contained in the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act enacted in 1944—that is, it makes a distinction be- 
tween the man whose education has been interrupted and the person 
who entered the service and did not have his training and education 
interrupted. 

Furthermore, it contains a provision whereby a man who had not 
passed his twenty-third birthday will be deemed to have had his edu- 
cation interrupted by virtue of his entrance into service. 

Senator Arken. Why was that age selected ¢ 

Mr. Cotte. It being an age that ‘ordinarily a person would gradu- 
ate from college I think is the principal reason for its selection. 

Senator Arken. Would the serviceman, who was taking the benefits 
already and again had his educational studies interrupted, be eligible 
for further benefits even though he was over the age of 23? 

Mr. Core. Yes, if he can establish the fact that his education was 
interrupted he would be entitled to full benefits. 

Senator Arken. I was thinking of some of the boys in the Reserves. 

Mr. Come. Of course, the age of 23 is simply an age whereby 
there is established a conclusive —setanheehiie that a man below that 
age will have had his education interrupted. The man above that 
age may establish that fact. 

Senator Arken. I see. 

Mr. Cotte. Now for those whose education was interrupted the 
maximum period of entitlement is a month-to-month equivalent to 
the time they spend in active service to a maximum of 4 years. In the 
case of the others it is a month-to-month entitlement > to 1 year for 
refresher training. 

The bill also differs from the present law in that it establishes a 
shorter date in which a man must commence his training, a shorter 
period of time after he leaves service, being reduced from 4 years as 
contained in the present bill to 2 years, as in ‘this bill. 

Furthermore the date on which the program is to be brought to a 
conclusion is somewhat shorter, 7 years being contained in the draft 
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bill while the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act or the GI bill allows 
9 years. 

Those briefly summarize the principal differences in the first para- 
graph having to do with eligibility and entitlement. 

In par: igraph 2 2 there are also some fundamental differences. This 
paragraph makes it plain that entitlement is to a course, not to a 
period of time. 

The Cuarrman. Do you mean paragraph or section ? 

Mr. Comer. Paragraph. 

Senator Arken. I had the committee print, I am sorry. 

Mr. Brrosaty, Page 3 of the bill. 

Mr. Cotte. Page 4 of the committee print. 

The CuarrmMan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Come. This paragraph specifies that entitlement is to a course, 
not to a period of time, and the course concept here is in terms of an 
educational or vocational objective to assist the veterans in readjust- 
ment. The man will select the objective. The bill contemplates, I 
think, that the Veterans’ Administration will assist him in every way 
possible in a selection of such an objective if the man so desires. 

The Veterans’ Administration thinks this is a souffd provision under 
the conditions that will obtain during the lifetime of this bill, as far 
as now can be foreseen, in that there will be no mass demobilization 
such as occurred after the last war, but there will be a relatively uni- 
form number of veterans who will be released from the armed services 
ach year to return to their civilian pursuits. 

Senator Aiken. I have been looking over your table of probable 
costs. Is that estimate something like 500,000 a year that will avail 
themselves of the educational opportunities ? 

Mr. Core. Not immediately, you understand, but after we have had 
it in operation. 

Senator ArKEN. After 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. Corr. Yes, sir. 

Now although these provisions preserve the right for the veteran 
to select his own course or objective it also prescribes in the basic law 
the conditions under which the objective may be changed or revised. 
We also think that this is a desirable feature of the bill. First be- 

cause the veteran must seriously plan the goal he wishes to reach be- 
fore embarking on a course and, second, because it will tend to reduce 
problems that have arisen in administering the present law wherein 
it has been difficult to relate a variety of apparently unrelated courses 
to a real objective. 

This paragraph also continues the provision whereby certain courses 
are presumed to be avocational or recreational unless the veteran 
establishes a vocational eet. 

Passing to paragraph 4, there are a number of changes from the 
existing law. This par agraph per mits enrollment in a school operated 
for profit only if the school has 25 students or one-third of the total 
enrollments, whichever is larger, paying all of their own tuition. We 
think that this provision would be helpful in materially reducing two 
difficulties that have been evident in the administration of the present 
law. 

First, it assures the veteran and the Government that the quality of 
the training is sufficiently worth while for other students to select 
it ina free market—that is, on a competitive basis. 
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Secondly, in conjunction with the provisions of paragraph 5 as 
written, it fixes a going cost of tuition for the veteran and the Gov- 
ernment to pay, which cost can be accepted as a fair price with a con- 
siderable degree of assurance since it has been established through 
usual competitive practices. 

Some of the most serious problems that have been encountered in 
the administration of the present bill have been concerned with the 
amount of money that the Government could reasonably pay for a 
course of education or training, particularly in schools that have 
had almost exclusively veterans enrolled in their courses. 

The negotiations of the proper amount of tuition to be paid has 
plagued both the schools and the Government. We believe that these 
provisions as contained in this bill would greatly if not completely 
remove that very serious difficulty that has been enc ountered, and for 
that reason we look with favor upon that provision. 

Senator A1kEN. This does not apply to nonprofit schools? 

Mr. Core. This does not apply to nonprofit schools. The concept 
there is the customary cost of tuition. 

A second beneficial effect would accrue in that the provision would. 
constitute a measure of assurance that a school will not cease to operate 
when the veteran enrollment declines to a point where it is no longer 
profitable for the school to continue in existence. 

Parenthetically I might add that we feel there are going to be a 
great many schools that will close their doors when the veteran en- 
rollment ies to the point where it makes it no longer profitable 
for the school to operate. That would be true of schools that cater 
almost exclusively to veterans; that will not be true of schools that 
have a substantial nonveteran enrollment. 

The tragedy to veterans that are thrown out of their courses with- 
out having their courses completed would be something that it would 
be well to avoid in the future. 

Paragraph 5, which makes provision for determining the payments 
to be made to educational training institutions, also has a number 
of features that are not found in the present law. 

First, it requires all veterans who receive subsistence allowance to 
share 50-50 in the tuition payments. The Government pays half, and 
the veteran pays half. In other words, the veteran thereby has a stake 
and in effect relieves the Government for negotiating a rate to be paid 
to that institution. 

Secondly, it eliminates the concept of a so-called adjusted rate of 
tuition where an institution desires a payment for teaching costs and 
instructional supplies in excess of its customary tuition charges. The 
present law permits the Veterans’ Administration to fix such an ad- 
justed rate and to pay it even though it is higher than the established 
tuition charges of that institution. 

Senator Arken. Would there be any likelihood that some colleges 
might lower their tuition charges and up their charges for subsistence ? 

Mr. Corte. I am not sure that I fully understand, but if I do under- 
stand I think that the safeguard is that the veteran, paying a part of 
the bill out of his own pocket, would himself resist the upping of 
tuition. 

Senator Arken. I mean lower the tuition. Would it make it any 
easier if we suppose that th? tuition is $500 a year and if the school 
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reduced the tuition to $300? So long as he is going to pay it himself, 
would there be a gain to the student ( 

Mr. Come. Yes. 

Senator A1rkeN. Suppose they drop the tuition from $500 to $200 
and added the amount to the board costs? 

Mr. Corr. If you lower the tuition, of course, the veteran would 
benefit in the amount of 50 percent. 

Senator AIKEN. That is right. 

Mr. Corre. Of course, if they up their board and room, then he 
would be adversely affected. 

Senator A1rkEN. Would that just about offset what he would save 
on the other / 

Mr. Coie. I do not know how to predict that, Senator, but I think 
that the tendency of an institution would be to keep its charges as 
reasonable as it could on the basis of the enrollment that it might 
anticipate, veteran and nonveteran. The adjusted tuition charge that 
is now in the present law applies principally to institutions of higher 
learning that have low tuition rates but high instructional costs. 

It was a provision of the law, I think, “that anticipated the very 
large enrollment of veterans that colleges would be expected to accept 
and therefore would need some relief over and above the amount they 
charged an ordinary student for tuition. But again, with a different 
situation obtaining in this bill from that which obtained when we 
had millions of people demobilized after World War IL within a few 
months, the Congress might be well justified in concluding that an 
adjusted rate of tuition for such institutions is not justified. 

The third change is that this law omits the provisions contained in 
the present law for payment of charges of tuition in excess of the rate 
of $500 in an ordinary school year “where the veteran elects to have 
such c harges paid. There is no such provision in this draft. 

Furthermore, a very important change is that this law makes no 
provision for the Government to pay directly for books, supplies, and 
equipment in the veteran’s behalf. However, the following para- 
graph, that is, paragraph 6, does make provision for increased pay- 
ments to the veteran to enable him to purchase his own books and 
supplies. 

Again this has been one of the areas of very great difficulty in 
administering the present povvinens “of the bill. It has not been 
satisfactory to institutions, it has not been satisfactory to the Govern- 
ment. There have been difficulties on the part of institutions in 
See just what should be granted to a veteran in terms of 
books and supplies, and there have been difficulties also on the side of 
the Government in determining whether or not the Government is 
being asked to pay for unreasonable supplies. 

It has been very difficult to establish controls over that. We think 
this provision of the law whereby the veteran would be made respon- 
sible for the purchase of his own books and supplies would be very 
desirable. 

Paragraph 6 that pertains to the payments to the veterans also 
makes a number of material changes. First it provides that sub- 
sistence allowance will be paid in arrears after attendance has been 
certified each month. This provision if enacted would tend to greatly 
reduce the problem of overpayments of subsistence allowance that had 
been encountered in the administration of the present law. 
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The amount of overpayments of subsistence allowance where we 
have continued payments although a man was discontinued in his 
course has been very substantial, and it has involved a great deal of 
administrative expense and trouble to recapture those overpayments. 
There are considerable amounts that are still outstanding. 

Second, it increases the present rates of subsistence allowance by 
#5 a month and makes the veteran responsible for the purchase of his 
own books, supplies, and equipment. 

Third, it omits the present concept of “leave” and defines the exact 
period during which a veteran can receive subsistence allowance. 
Again, the leave provisions have been difficult of administration, and 
we think it is desirable that that matter be clarified. 

Fourth, it establishes higher basic rates for full time institutional 
courses than apply to other types of courses where a veteran earns 
while training and pays no subsistence allowance to a veteran who 
pursues a course on one-fourth time basis. 

Fifth, it provides a formula for automatic periodic reduction in 
subsistence allowance ffor courses in which veterans receive income for 
work performed as a part of their course, thereby reducing the Gov- 
ernment participation as the veteran’s rate of earning progresses 
upward. 

Sixth, it simplifies the administrative process of adjusting subsist- 
ence allowance to other wage-earning veteran students. 

Finally, it requires 36 hours a week in certain trade courses in order 
to qualify as full-time training. 

I think that the Veterans’ Administration because of its experience 
in the administration of the present law would say that most of these 
changes, certainly if not all, of them are very desirable for the purpose 
of simplification of the law and for the elimination or reduction of 
problem areas that have existed. 

The Cuairman. How does a veteran who is not drawing subsistence 
receive an allowance for books and supplies and matters of that kind ¢ 

Mr. Corre. He would get his entire tuition paid rather than half. 

Senator A1KEN. Would he get the $5 ¢ 

Mr. Comer. He would not draw any allowance for the books and 
supplies as the language of the bill now stands, but he would get 
the full tuition charges paid up to $600 a year. 

The next paragr aph that I think should be emphasized is p: wagraph 
10 that makes provision for the Government to pay a veteran’s travel 
expenses when the Veterans’ Administration requires advisement and 
guidance in connection with the veteran’s course. We think this is 
desirable and would enable us to relieve the veteran of the expense in- 
curred in coming to a place of advisement. 

Senator ArkEN. Does that mean when the veteran comes for advise- 
ment in regard to changing a course and getting permission to change 
a course? Does he usually come to Washington, a regional office, or 
where would he go? 

Mr. Coitr. It would be in his regional territory. We do provide it at 
our regional offices, but under the present law we have had contractual 
arrangements with a great many institutions to perform that service 
for us with our personnel to check the work done in those institutions. 
He would go to one of those places within his own State. It would not 
be done in Washington. 
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Paragraph 11 carries forward with slight changes the present mini- 
mum standards contained in the existing law governing courses for on- 
the-job training, courses of institutional-on-farm training and courses 
offered by profit schools having principally veteran enrollments. 

These minimum standards are substantially the same in this draft 
as in the present law, but there are some slight modifications. It also 
standardizes the paragraphs for authorizing the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration to withdraw benefits where either the Veterans’ Administration 
or the State approval agency finds that the standards contained in the 
law are not being met in regard to any course of training. 

Furthermore, it provides that where there is shown to have been 
fraud perpetrated by the school operated at a profit that the Veterans’ 
Administration is enabled to withdraw all benefits to veterans enrolled 
at such a school. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes the brief summary of the changes. If 
there are any questions that the committee would desire to have an- 
swered we would be glad to answer them. 

The Cuatrman. Under the old GI bill there were new and novel 
courses that the veterans were able to pursue. Do I understand that 
many of them are discontinued under this new law? I notice it says 
here: 

The following courses shall be presumed to be avocational or recreational in 
character: Dancing courses, photography courses, flight and glider courses, bar- 
tending courses, personality development courses, entertainment Courses, music 
courses— 
and so forth. They are not allowed under this new bill? 

Mr. Corte. Nor under the present law. This is almost identical 
with the provision contained in the present law. They are allowed 
only if the veteran can show that his purpose is vocational. Any 
such courses may be pursued for vocational purposes, but the burden 
is on the veteran. 

The Cuatrman. So if a veteran wanted to take an art course, for 
instance, he would have to establish that that was vocational. 

Mr. Corre. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And he could, I guess, do that because I can see 
where some of these art courses such as commercial art would afford 
him a very good income for that kind of work. But in each instance 
they would have to justify the course as a real vocational course / 

Mr. Corer. That is correct, sir, and as I say, that is almost identical 
to the provisions of the present law as amended. 

Senator Arken. May I ask what prompted the recommendation 
on page 12, recommendation four where you recommend that we add 
another paragraph (d) ? 

There shall be reasonable certainty that at the close of his course the veteran 
will be employed as farm manager of the farm on which he performs part of his 
course, or will manage a farm of similar size and character which has been 
selected and for which arrangements have been made. 

That would eliminate all father-son partnerships, would it not? 

Mr. Corre. It would not necessarily be so. 

Senator Arken. It would eliminate ail partnerships of any kind? 

Mr. Corte. I do not believe so. If there is an indication that the 
veteran student would be made the manager of some other farm upon 
the completion of his course. 
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Senator A1ken. Suppose he wanted to go into partnership with 
someone already engaged in farming, this would preclude it, would 
it not? 

Mr. Corre. Of course the institutional farm training course is a 
course designed to train men to manage and operate a farm, not to 
become employees of a farm. 

Senator Arken. This would permit him to purchase another farm 
and operate it for himself, would it not ? 

Mr. Corte. Well, he could do that. 

Senator Aiken. But it would not permit a partnership? It is quite 
an undertaking for a young man to go into farming alone, particu- 
larly in dairy farming, which requires $30,000 to $40,000 in order 
to get started. In all probability he will not have it, and he might 
go into partnership with his father or somebody else who would be 
able to put up the money, but would still hold the reins for a reason- 
able time. 

I think there have been some specific cases of that nature. 

Mr. Cone. If the veteran is going to manage the farm even though 
his father might be part owner of the farm he would not be precluded. 

Senator ArkEN. Suppose his dad is not ready to retire? 

Mr. Com. Of course there are other types of farm training—that 
is, State agricultural colleges, for example, to which this provision 
would not apply. This applies only to that man who is receiving farm- 
manager training. 

Senator Aiken. Suppose he becomes a farm manager and the social 
security says his father cannot draw any social-security benefits al- 
though if he hires his son he can get the benefits? You have had 
difficulty with those arrangements, have you not? 

Mr. Core. We have, had. 

Senator Arxen. I recognize the possibility for abuse here. 

Mr. Corer. Of a great many men being in training on one farm. 

Senator Arken. We do not want to say to the boy’s father, “You 
have to turn the management of the farm over to him.” I will say in 
most cases the father is still better able to manage the farm than the 
son until he has had practical experience. 

This would really require the father to turn over the management 
of the farm to his son. 

Mr. Cotte. Senator, I think I should observe that there would seem 
to be a grave question as to whether or not this son in a farming situa- 
tion such as you describe actually can be found to be in need of insti- 
tutional on-the-farm training. 

Senator ArkEN. What I am trying to point out is that at the com- 
pletion of this VA course, and I know boys are getting a lot of good 
out of it, probably getting more than others, that it still does not 
qualify them for farm managership. They should have a period, 
we might say, comparable to an internship such as a medical school 
graduate has because there are not too many people that would want 
to turn the management of their farm over to them as soon as they 
finish this vocational agricultural course. 

Mr. Cortx. This, I think, rather closely parallels the same provision 
that obtains now with a man who takes a course of training on the job. 
There is a reasonable expectation that the position will be open to him 
when he completes his training and is qualified to hold the job. 
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Senator A1rkEen. Yes; but it does not require that he shall be manager 
of the place where he gets the job. 

Mr. Corre. No; but a trained worker. This institution-on-the-farm 
concept is that the men are being trained as farm operators and not 
as farm workers. We think it would be desirable, we make that 
suggestion to the committee. 

Senator A1KEN. It seems to me you would have difficulty getting 
him into a job right out of school. 

Mr. Core. For a large operation such as you describe I can agree. 

Senator ArkEN. W ell, it is Log that has to be large if it is 
dairying, otherwise you go broke in 2 years, you have to have an invest- 
ment of, say, $30,000 or $ $35,000 in ial to make a living. I was just 
getting your ideas on the subject. 

Mr. Monk. That applies only to the case of the man that is being 
trained by an employer-trainer, that. particular suggestion, not to the 
man that is being trained on his own farm under his own control. 

Senator Aiken. This would not apply to a father-son partnership, 
or would it? 

Mr. Monk. It could if the father were the trainer. 

Senator ArKken,. I think this probably would require a little study. 
Your recommendations are now 1n the bill 4 

Mr. Corre. They are in our report on the bill. 

Mr. Remy. Would you explain what is the VA’s responsibility when 
it comes to books and equipment ¢ 

Mr. Coux. The present law provides that the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion may pay for books, supplies, and equipment as are generally re- 
quired for the successful pursuit in completion of the course by other 
students in the institution. 

Furthermore, the law provides that the books and supplies and 
equipment will be deemed released to the veteran with a saving clause 
so that the VA may require him to pay a certain amount if he drops 
out of the course. 

Mr. Remy. Is there a considerable range? What has been your 
experience / 

Mr. Coie. A great deal of range. The Veterans’ Administration, 
of course, tries to be guided by what is required for successful com- 
pletion of the course by other students. That concept was based on the 
assumption that every established institution had an actual practice. 

Mr. Reipy. I was wondering about the figures. How much has 
been the range?’ How much of your pay for cost of equipment and 
supplies in the lowest bracket type of course and what has been the 
extreme otherwise / 

Mr. Corte. I am sorry that I cannot give you the figures, but I will 
say that the range has been very large. For example, some courses 
have very expensive equipment and supplies. Other courses have 
very moderate equipment and supplies. 

Mr. Remy. Some would run as high as $200 or $300 a year? 

Mr. Core. I think that is fair. 

Mr. Remy. Others as low as maybe $5 a year for books? 

Mr. Come. I cannot say that that would be correct, but it may be 
that that would be a reasonable figure for some courses. I know that 
your top figure would be reached in some courses. 

Mr. Remy. Under this proposed law you would be giving each vet- 
eran a flat amount even though the course he might take would involve 
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an expenditure of $200 or $300 a year, whereas another student might 
be called upon to lay out $50 or $70? 

Mr. Corr. That is correct. The allowance for books and supplies 
would be a uniform allowance the same as the subsistence allowance. 

Mr. Reipy. The justification for that is simply that the Veterans’ 
Administration has had difficulty in administering this and is trans- 
ferring the difficulty to the student and removing it from the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. Corre. The Veterans’ Administration has had difficulty, and 
I might add, the schools have had difficulty. Many schools have un- 
dertaken to furnish books and supplies and equipment that ordinarily 
do not engage in that practice. They have done it because it is the 
only feasible way for veterans to obtain books and supplies at the 
time when they need them. It has constituted a considerable burden 
to schools, although they have been reimbursed for it to undertake to 
establish what each veteran needs and see that he gets it at the time 
he needs it and also to keep the books. 

Mr. Reiwy. Then the flat amount that is being proposed would be 
allocated to each veteran for supplies and equipment and will tend to 
discourage veterans from taking those courses that call for considerable 
outlay even though they may be ver y well worth while? 

Mr. Come. I think that they would be just as inclined to take those 
courses as veterans as they would have been inclined to take them as 
nonveterans. In other words, if there is a man who desires to take a 
medical course—and the tuition and supplies are expensive in medical 
courses—as a nonveteran—that is, if he has that desire and he had that 
aptitude, I think that he would be just as inclined to continue along 
that path as a veteran as he would in case the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion paid all of the costs. 

Mr. Reiwy. Under the proposed law the Veterans’ Administration 
will assume no responsibility whatever for evaluating the cost of 
supplies and equipment and whether the school is charging a fair 
price or not ¢ 

Mr. Corr. Under this law we would have no responsibility for 
that. 

Mr. Retpy. You did have some difficulty under the present law 
under the profit schools as to the type of equipment they required the 
students to buy, as to whether it was necessary or not and whether it 
was too expensive ¢ 

Mr. Corte. Oh, ves. 

Mr. Retwy. The schools may still require that of the veteran, but it 
will not be your responsibility to step in at any point and say that this 
equipment is not really necessary and so on ? 

Mr. Corr. Of course I think there are a number of features of the 
bill that have to be considered together. In the first place, if the bill 
is enacted in its present form the school can only enroll veterans if it 
also sells its course to 3314 percent of the students who are not veterans. 

Now the temptation or tendency to up the tuition or equipment costs 
would be very greatly lessened because they have to also justify that 
to the nonveteran who is paying his entire expenses. 

Mr. Reiwy. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Coarrman. You have no further statement to make ¢ 

Mr. Brrosauu. That is all, Senator. 

The CuHatrman. Thank you very much. 
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The meeting will now recess until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 
We will have several witnesses here tomorrow, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, Representative Teague, a representative of the American Legion, 
and a representative of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

(Whereupon, at 11:25 a. m., the hearing was recessed to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Tuesday, September 18, 1951.) 
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CERTAIN EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO 
VETERANS 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 1951 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Lapor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in the Old Su- 
preme Court Room, The Capitol, Hon. Lister Hill presiding. 

Present: Senators Hill, Pastore, Aiken, and Ives. 

Present also: Bill Coburn, chief clerk; Ray Rodgers, assistant com- 
mittee clerk; William G. Reidy and Melvin W. Sneed, professional 
staff members. 

Senator Hiti. The committee will come to order. 

We will be happy at this time to hear from our colleague, Represent- 
ative Teague, chairman of the House Select Committee To Investi- 

ate Educational Training and Loan Guaranty Programs Under the 
rT Bill. 


Congressman, you may proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OLIN H. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Representative Teacur. Thank you, Senator Hill. 

Senator, as you know, we have been working on this for about a 
year. We have tried to cover practically every phase of it, and we 
have found mistakes and weaknesses in practically every phase of it. 
The General Accounting Office has been of much help to us and the 
Veterans’ Administration has worked with us in every way. 

Senator, I am speaking for myself not as chairman of the commit- 
tee because we do not have a final report, and we do not have a report 
on which the committee has as yet agreed. 

One of the first big conclusions that I have come to is that no one 
could have administered this bill without a lot of waste and a lot of 
abuse. My committee is in the process of preparing a final report, 
and I believe that we are at a point as this confiict continues and 
the number of veterans increase that certainly we should recognize the 
shortcomings of the program that we just finished. 

I think there is an attitude in this country that appropriating money 
completes the process as far as benefits to veterans are concerned. I 
think there is another side to that story. The veterans, and a num- 
ber of members of our committee are veterans of World Wars I and 
Il, are paying the taxes to support the veterans’ program, and we 
owe it to the public and to other veterans who draw no benefits to see 
that we get a dollar’s worth of good out of the money spent. 


51 








52 EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO VETERANS 


It seems as this conflict continues we may soon have a new UMT 
bill and that it is time to give careful consideration in order that we 
may start out on a program that will be a sound basis for future educa- 
tional benefit for veterans. I am convinced that it will be necessary 
that an entire new law be written if the desirable features of the vet- 
erans’ program are to be retained and if the inefficiency and waste is to 
be removed. 

My committee expects to approach the task from that standpoint 
and at the present time we are preparing a draft of an entirely new bill 
which will suggest some fundamental changes in the program. I 
believe it is a hopeless task to amend and patch the present act im an 
effort to correct certain weaknesses which exist in the program. 

S. 1940 proposes to extend the benefits of the present program to 
Korean veterans with a number of modifications. Some of these modi- 
fications appear desirable; yet others promise to bring about further 
administrative complexities. I do not believe that the Congress can 
make a major improvement in the veterans’ program by amendatory 
legislation to the present act; however, I shall be guided in my com- 
ments by the draft bill under consideration and would like to discuss 
specific ‘ally certain points in the bill, as well as certain of its omissions. 

The draft bill proposes to amend Public Law No. 2, Seventy-third 
Congress, as amended, by adding at the end thereof a new subsection. 
Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a),as amended, would be further amended 
by adding at ‘the end thereof a new part, known as part X. 

The method of this legislation creates necessity for consideration of 

the basic authority of the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. Con- 

stant controversy has resulted in the present program, since the un- 
limited authority of the Administrator established by Public Law No. 
2, Seventy-third Congress, as follows: 

All decisions rendered by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs under sections 
701-703, 704, 705, 706, TO7-715, 716-721, of this title and sections 30a, 485 of title 
5 of the regulations issued pursuant thereto, shall be final and conclusive on all 
questions of law and fact and no other official or court of the United States shall 
have jurisdiction to review by mandamus or otherwise such decision * * * 

Senator Hitu. That pretty much makes him the final authority ? 

Representative Teacue. It gives him complete and final authority. 
Senator, I am not a lawyer _ but 1 feel that in this investigation I have 
had my belief stre ngthened i in the soundness of judicial review. I do 
not mean to intimate that people are not honest, but all of us make 
mistakes and we do not always know what is right and wrong, and 
certainly our courts should review actions that would send a school 
into bankruptcy. 

Presumably this all-inclusive authority was established by the 
Seventy-third Congress in order that the Administrator might be in 
a position to render a final decision on the hundreds of thousands of 
individual claims for disability compensation which originate under 
his jurisdiction, and cert: ainly I think that is right. Since the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944 amended Public Law No. 2, Seventy- 
third Congress, the sweeping authority of the Administrator was 
extended to all functions and transactions under the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944. 

The Administrator was placed in a position of contracting with 
educational institutions and ruling on the finality of those contracts 
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and was authorized to make final decisions concerning the legislative 
intent of the law, the meaning of regulations promulgated by him and 
any other questions which arose under the act. Educational institu- 
tions and individuals were precluded from judivial review and when 
the Administrator’s authority was contested in court, the courts upheld 
his authority and ruled that they had no jurisdiction. 

The unique authority enjoyed by the Administrator has been seri- 
ously questioned by a number of other congressional committees and 
Members of the Congress. The General Accounting Office has re- 
peatedly called attention to the fact that decisions of the Adminis- 
trator are not subject to their review and that the General Accounting 
Office is ineffective in dealing with the Veterans’ Administration, since 
regardless of the merits of their case it can be resolved by an adminis- 
trative decision by the Administrator which may or may not be based 
on legislative intent. 

The House Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments has raised this question a number of times. The question was 
raised a number of times in the Senate, which I would like to remind 
you of. The House committee in its seventh interim report, pub- 
lished July 31, 1950, referred to the Administrator’s authority with 
reference to the National Service Life Insurance Act as follows: 

Section 608 of the National Service Life Insurance Act stands out, among 
similar grants of authority by the Congress, as being the most absolute and the 
most definite in its finality. 

This subcommittee recommends that the Congress review the extent to which 
it has relinquished its control of public expenditures under the absolute authority 
granted the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs through section 608 of the 
National Service Life Insurance Act. 

In its ninth interim report, the House Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments reported on its administrative studies 
of the Veterans’ Administration leave policy and overpayments of 
subsistence in the Veterans’ Administration. That committee again 
called attention to the unrestricted authority of the Administrator. 

The Comptroller General again has called attention to the unlimited authority 
which the Congress has bestowed upon the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. 
These broad powers have prevented the Comptroller General from taking direct 
action with respect to expenditures resulting from the interpretations of the 
Veterans’ Administration as herein reported. 

This question has been repeatedly debated on the floor of the 
Senate and on October 12, 1949, Senator Humphrey commented on 
the attitude of the Veterans’ Administration in exercising its un- 
limited authority and ignoring the intent of Congress. Senator 
Humphrey’s statements were as follows: 

In other words, the bill, if enacted into law, will definitely prescribe certain 
regulations as to the amount of authority the Veterans’ Administration has in 
promulgating regulations. Somebody might say “Why should we do this?’ I 
will tell the Senate why. A conference report on an appropriations bill came 
to the floor of the Senate, and the Senate disagreed with certain language in 
the report. Thereafter the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare held 
hearings in order to write the kind of language that would protect not only the 
veteran but the school and the Government. That language was carefully 
written. It was discussed with the Veterans’ Administration. A proviso was 
placed in the appropriation bill which we thought, in view of the hearings, 
in view of the constant conversation and talk we had had on the subject, would 


Clarify this situation once and for all. But, Mr. President, despite the language, 
despite the hearings, despite the time devoted to this matter, and despite the 
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complete understanding we had, the Veterans’ Administration in instruction 
1 (a) simply ignored what we had done and ignored the whole background and 
the legislative intent of the proviso which we incorporated. 


During the same debate Senator Douglas made the following obser- 
vations : 


Is not one of the great difficulties with our whole system of administration 
the fact that the various Government departments, instead of going to the 
Attorney General to obtain a legal opinion, have set up their own legal depart- 
ments, with solicitors and lawyers in them, named by the heads of the depart- 
ments, and then they ask their subordinates as to what they can do, and in 
nearly every case they receive opinions in support of what they contend to be 
their powers. 


On the same subject Senator Chavez made the following state- 
ment: 


The law should be interpreted the way it was intended by Congress. As the 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Douglas) has so well pointed out, the reason the 
Veterans’ Administration acts in the way it does is that the interpretation of 
the law comes from within the Administration. The law is interpreted by those 
who are working for the Veterans’ Administration, and not by those who are 
interested in interpreting the law for the benefit of the ones whom Congress 
intended to benefit. 


This matter came up in the Senate on August 27, 1951, in connection 
with Senate Resolution 124, which the Senate was considering as a 
result of a failure by the Veterans’ Administration to interpret Public 
Law 610 in accordance with its legislative intent. With reference to 
Senate Resolution 124, Senator Humphrey made the following state- 
ment: 


First of all we passed a specific bill on this subject, which was cosponsored, 
as I recall, by the senior Senator from Ohio (Mr. Taft), and in the House by 
Representative Teague, of Texas, I believe. The bill was passed unanimously 
and it was signed by the President. Despite that the Veterans’ Administra- 
tiom counsel decided he knew more than the Congress, and continued to rule 
just as he had ruled previously. Then we had a conference report in con- 
nection with an appropriation bill, which spelled out the language we wanted, 
the legislative intent, and again the Veterans’ Administration legal counsel 
said, “We are right and the Congress is wrong.” 

So what the resolution amounts to is a directive to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion to administer the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, pertaining to its edu- 
cational features as the law is written, as the legislative intent of the Con- 
gress is written in the report and as it is found in the debates on the House 
and Senate floors. The resolution provides that the law shall be administered, 
notwithstanding the legal counsel, as it was intended to be administered by 
the Congress. : 

Senator, about this time Senator Taft wrote General Gray asking 
for an interpretation. General Gray furnished me an answer to 
that letter and Senator Taft furnished me a copy, and I took the two 
letters and sent them over to the Legislative Reference Service and 
asked them for an interpretation as to who was right and who was 
wrong, and they summarized the situation as follows: 

The requirements of the Federal Register Act are that the rules and regu- 
lations of the Veterans’ Administration be published. Compulsion is absent, 
however, and lack of enforcement by judicial review may leave claimants in 
many cases without a remedy other than an appeal to Congress. 

While no specific exemption was afforded the Veterans’ Administration in 
the Administrative Procedure Act, the saving of existing provisions of law 
precluding judicial review in most cases contributes to the situation whereby 
claimants must take their cases to Congress. 
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With reference to interpretations made by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration of Public Law 610, Eighty-first Congress, the Legislative 
Reference Service made the following comments: 

I believe that Congress created wording commensurate with that intent in 
the enactment of section 2, Public Law 610, and that the Administrator can 
avoid his responsibility in effectuating that intent only on the basis of a 
technicality. * * * Acknowledging his power, I believe the Administrator 
has acted arbitrarily in this situation and that he should have issued in- 
structions commensurate with the intent as expressed in the report. Despite 
his protestation that “If the Congress * * * does not want me to do what 
I am doing they certainly have the right to change it * * *.’ When Con- 
gress indicates its disfavor of his administration of a program and enacts 
remedial legislation designed to effect a change the Administrator fails to ef- 
fectuate this policy * * *. This is indicative of the determination of the 
Administrator that he rather than the Congress shall establish policy and 
it further indicates a determination on his part to operate outside the purview 
of Public Law 610 if possible. 

We have witnessed a situation of ‘the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs interpreting the intent of Congress, entering into contracts 
with educational institutions and making all final decisions concerning 
questions which arise ur der these contracts. 

Senator, recently we liad a case where the Veterans’ Administration 
office in Texas told a man that he could start a course in upholstering. 
He had an auto-mechanic school, and it was approved in Texas. He 
rented a building, hired instructors, and the case came on to Wash- 
ington, and, as I remember, I am not sure, but I think there were four 
reversals in the Department itself. 

Finally the man had to discontinue his course, and he lost something 
like $10,000. 

Senator Hitz. He spent all that money getting ready ? 

Representative Teacur. Yes, sir. It seems to me that man should 
have been able to go to the courts and been able to enter a claim that 
he was done an injustice, because I think he was. 

My committee has studied cases of ees of contracts, ques- 
tionable interpretations made by the Veterans’ Administration, and 
regardless of the merits of the case the decision of the Administrator is 
final. It is obvious that some person or agency must be empowered 
with authority to administer the act and I do not disagree that it was 
perhaps wise that the Administrator be given final administrative 
authority in deciding individual pension claims. 

I do believe that we have a dangerous situation where an adminis- 
trative officer of the Federal Government and in fact all employees 
under him enjoy the right to make a final administrative interpreta- 
tion in their dealings with the educational institutions of this country 
and in many cases State agencies and State schools, under a law which 
precludes further judicial review. Before extending the educational 
benefits to additional groups of veterans I think that it is wise that 
the Congress thoroughly consider this question before continuing the 
Administrator’s broad author ity to make final determinations in con- 
nection with the veterans’ educational program. 

I firmly believe that the new act should not amend Public Law No. 
2, Seventy-third Congress, and continue the Administrator’s broad 
and final authority, but should be a new and separate act defining 
specifically those areas in which the Administrator should have final 
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authority and reserving the right to judicial review in all instances 
not spec ifically covered “by the act. 

Senate bill 1940 can be properly considered as a substantial exten- 
sion of the present educational training program; however, a num- 
ber of major modifications are proposed. 

Section 1 proposes to restrict eligibility for training to any person 
who had passed his twenty-third birthd: ay on June o7, 1950, or the 
date he entered service, whichever is later. Such a person would be 
eligible for 1 year of training. Persons under 23 years on June 27, 
1950, or the date they entered service would be allowed eligibility for 
training up to 48 months. The Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944 originally contained a similar provision; however, in that case 
the age limitation was set at 25 years. 

The administrative complexities which grew out of this proviso 

caused the Congress to remove the restriction and authorize eligibility 
for training without regard to age limitation. Such a proviso be- 
comes an administrative diffic -ulty, since it is impossible to establish 
definite criteria by which to determine whether a person did actually 
interrupt his education or training to enter the Armed Forces. Ob- 
viously a person who was taken from college could prove that he 
interrupted his training. It might be more difficult for a young man 
who delayed entering college because he knew he would be required 
to serve in the Armed Forces to prove that his education was impeded 
by service in the Armed Forces. 

The veteran who planned no formal education, but who was at- 
tempting to learn a business on the job would probably never be 
able to convince the Veterans’ Administration that he was in a 
training stage as a beginner on his job. I do not believe that such 
an age limitation should appear in the law. I believe that any new 
program should provide for some educational assistance, which to- 
gether with a reasonable contribution on the veteran’s part would al- 
low the veteran to undertake education or training. I believe that 
a modest program making aid available to any veteran who wishes to 
help himself is more desirable than a more expensive program limited 
to a relatively small number of veterans whom the Veterans’ Admini- 
stration would administratively determine to be eligible for un- 
limited benefits. 

For example, Senator, if you finished your law school and went 
into the service and spent a number of years it seems to me that 
when you come back your education and all would have been more 
interrupted than in the case of a man who was in the middle of his 
college year. 

I think that this program proves that the men who came back 
and went back to school, actually they did better in school. Every 
college president I have talked to, and I have talked to many, has been 
very “high in his praise of the veterans who came back and went to 
school. 

Senator Hiii. That seems to be the universal opinion. 

9 ome ative TEaGur. That is right. 

Section 4, page 7, lines 17 through 22, provides that wherever there 
are established State apprenticeship agencies expressly charged by 
State laws to administer apprenticeship training, whenever pos- 
sible the Administrator shall utilize such existing facilities and service 
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in training on the job when such training is of a year’s duration or 
more. The requirement that apprenticeship agreements be utilized 
if training exceeds 1 year is a new criteria for ‘determining whether 
the program should be an apprentice training program or an on-the- 
job program. This requirement will have the effect of disqualifying 
on-the-job training programs in excess of 1 year which are not other- 
wise covered by apprenticeship agreements and will disturb the 
balance between or ganized apprentice training and other training on 
the job as it now exists. 

Section 4, page 8, prohibits enrollment of a veteran in a profit 
school which has less than 25 equivalent full- seas students or one- 
third of the equivalent full-time students enrolled (whichever is 
larger) paying all of their own tuition. This proviso in effect pre- 
cludes enrollment of a veteran in any school which has less than 25 
students. I agree with the apparent intent of the provision to re- 
quire that veterans enroll in schools which have a substantial number 
of nonveterans; however, the wording of the paragraph nanan all 
small schools. Before World War II, a majority of the Nation’s 
small privately owned schools, such as barbering schools, cosmetology 
schools, music and arts schools, and small-business schools were 1- and 
2-teacher schools with 25 students or less. This proviso creates an 
artificial and unfair barrier to the small private school. 

Section 5 requires that the veteran pay one-half of his tuition and 
requires that the Administrator pay the remaining half, not to exceed 
$300. It is the apparent purpose of this provision to require the 
veteran to pay part of his tuition out of funds paid him for subsistence 
purposes in order that the veteran will have some interest in the 
quality and price of training which he receives. 

Senator, I believe that to make this program effective it must be 
self-policing. I think the intent of this is that a veteran contributes 
something and is the first big step toward making the program self- 
policing so that the veteran will demand that he get what he is 
paying for. 

This objective is very desirable and should be one of the funda- 
mental objectives of the new bill. I do not believe that this require- 
ment will achieve its purpose in its entirety, since the amount which 
the veteran pays will be relatively small. The school and the Veter- 
ans’ Administration will not be relieved of the administrative diffi- 
culties of preparing and processing vouchers, keeping records per- 
taining to the one-half paid by the Veterans’ Adniinistration. The 
educational institution will be faced with the additional problem of 
maintaining a separate account for the individual veteran, as well as 
the Veterans’ Administration account. This additional obligation will 
represent a sizable burden in institutions of higher learning with 
thousands of veteran trainees. 

I expect my committee to advocate a plan whereby a total payment 
is made to the veteran at the end of a month of training and the vet- 
eran makes direct payments to the school for tuition, books, fees, and 
other charges. Such a plan will eliminate the necessity for a contract 
and the necessity for the vouchering procedure and will make the vet- 
eran responsible for conduct of his own affairs. At the same time it 
will create an incentive for the veteran to secure training at a reason- 
able price, since he will keep any funds which remain after his train- 
ing bills have been paid. 
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Senator, I was not going to read that because we have gone to a 
number of the departments, we have the Treasury Department work- 
ing on it, and we have the General Accounting Office doing some work 
on it, but, for example, in my office I have a young man who went 
through all the combat of this last war. 

That boy came home, got married, has a couple of small children 
and a dependent mother. It was never possible for him to obtain 
any benefits under the GI bill. There is no way in my mind that I 

can agree that is fair that that boy should get nothing. 

Yet, many other boys that I know that did not contribute one 
iota that he did should get a $3,000 or $4,000. This plan that we 
are working on is a plan ‘wher eby it would be more of a scholarship 
program where we would encourage the veteran to go to schoo 
because he could get more, and if he did not go to school he would 
not get any advantages, he would get a small “cash payment, which 
would be considered smaller than if he had gotten an education. 

Senator Hm. Let me ask you, Congressman, when do you think 
your bill will be ready ? 

Representative Tracur. That is rather difficult, Senator. I hope 
by the first of the year that it will be ready, but I do not think 
we can do it sooner. 

Senator Hix. In other words, you do not have hopes of doing it 
during this session ? 

Representative Tracur. No, sir. I do not intend to rush it. What- 
ever we do now is what will guide our country for a long time to 
come, and every group should have an opportunity to come in and 
state their side of it, and we should be sure just exactly where we are 
going. 

Senator Hiv. Have you pretty well concluded your hearings? 

Representative Tracur. Yes, sir; we have. We are having demands 
all over the country for hearings, but we feel we have seen enough 
to see the general pattern of what has happened in the Veterans’ 
Administration, in the colleges and other schools, and in the State 
approval agencies, and there is no reason to continue spending money 
on investigations. 

We are now in the process of writing up a report, and we are work- 
ing this bill through the different departments and getting their 
comments and later hope to have hearings on it. 

Senator Hii. You hope to get the opinions of the different depart- 
ments now on what you tent: atively propose ? 

Representative TEacue. Correct. We hope, Senator, in this to do 
away with much of the administrative problems that the Veterans’ 
Administration has had. I doubt that any of us can conceive of the 
administrative problems that they have had. We think the plan 
that we have will do away with 90 percent of those. 

The proviso of section 6, page 12, beginning at line 7, which re- 
quires that the veteran make a report of income for 12 months when 
he enters training and for each 12 months thereafter is not clear. 
The law does not indicate whether a total report of estimated earnings 
will be made, whether an average monthly report of estimated earn- 
ings will be made, or whether an estimate of each month’s estimated 
earnings will be made. It appears that the Veterans’ Administration 
will pay subsistence to a veteran enrolled in on-the-job training based 
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on a 4 months’ adjustment plan so long as the total of estimated earn- 
ings and subsistence do not exceed the ceilings specified on page 12. 

U nder the present program the veteran submits reports of actual 
sarnings each 4 months and a projected estimate of the next 4 months’ 
sarnings at the same time. If, by examining the report of earnings, 

the Veterans’ Administration determines that he received too much 
subsistence, a recovery is made by the Veterans’ Administration. 
Apparently this section of the bill contemplates the payment of sub- 
sistence based on a projection of earnings and no effort will be made 
to later determine what the actual earnings were and make adjust- 
ments in case of an overpayment of subsistence. 

It appears that such a plan is merely legalizing overpayments 

rather than establishing the administrative machinery necessary to 
cope with them. We have witnessed the action of the Veterans’ 
Administration to legalize overpayments developed in connection with 
leave of absence in schools, and it now appears that overpayments in 
on-the-job training would be legalized rather than collected if this 
proviso is to take effect. 

Paragraph (b), page 12, line 22, establishes full-time training in a 
trade or technical course at 36 hours per week. The Congress has 
previously established full-time training in trades or technical courses 
at 30 hours a week, and I have no reason to believe that 30 hours a 
week is incorrect. There is no educational precedent upon which 
to base 36 hours per week training in trades and technical courses, 
and I do not understand why the Veterans’ Administration persists 
in suggesting 36 hours per week. 

The Servicemen’s Re: idjustment Act of 1944 was silent with regard 
to defining full-time training, and the Veterans’ Administration 
administratively determined full-time training in trades and tech- 
nical courses to be not less than 25 clock hours per week. This defini- 
tion remained in force for approximately 5 years and could have been 
changed at any time by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. How- 
ever, in 1950 he recommended to the President, who in turn recom- 
mended to the Congress, that full-time training be established at 36 
hours per week. The matter was considered at that time and was 
settled at 30 hours a week. For some unknown reason it again 
appears in this bill. 

S. 1940 continues the requirements for agricultural training estab- 
lished by Public Law 377, Eightieth Congress. While Public Law 
377 made provision for a trainee who performs his course as the 
employee of another, this part of the law has not been placed inte 
effect except in a few States. In those States the program proved 
to be unsatisfactory and turned out to be a labor subsidy program 
for large farm and plantation owners and was in no way satisfactory. 
It is the general consensus of opinion among the State departments 
of education that this plan is not workable; therefore it should be 
removed from the law. 

Senator Arken. I wonder if I might ask a question there? 

Senator Hitz. Certainly. 

Senator Arken. You point out what is undoubtedly a fact, that in 
some cases this program was used as a labor subsidy program for 
large farm and plantation owners. However, was it not used just as 
much as a subsidy for other lines of industry as well ¢ 
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Representative Tracur. Yes, sir. I think that is true, Senator. 

Senator Arken. For clerks and in banks. 

Representative Tracur. I think we corrected a lot of that. 

Senator AIKEN. Garages, repair shops, and so forth, and you would 
not advocate striking it out for agriculture employees alone / 

Representative Tracur. No, sir, Senator, I would not. Public Law 
679—for a time on-the-job training appeared to me that it was going 
to become a national scandal. We passed Public Law 679, which gave 
us the money for inspection service, and I think since then there has 
been little complaint and little fault found with on-the-job training, 
but what you say is true with respect to industry. 

Senator ArKkEN. As I recall it, the bill originally provided for on- 
the-job training for certain types of commercial] and industrial enter- 
prises. 

Representative Tragur. Right. 

Senator A1rken. Then it appeared to many that it might be used 
as a labor subsidy, might be used improperly, but if it was going to 
be used improperly in certain lines of business actually the boys who 
left the farms in large numbers would be entitled to the same right 
that the others had. 

Representative Tragur. Senator, I would not want to leave the im- 
pression for a moment along that line with reference to farm boys. I 
happen to represent a farm district, and I know and am familiar with 
that, and personally I think our farm boys contributed more than 
their share. 

Senator ArkEN. | know the armed services like to get them, and 
it was harder to get a boy released from the service in that category 
than any other. 

Representative Tragur. We have a case that has just been finished 
in a county in a nearby State where a boy was the mayor of the town 
and a lawyer. He hired somebody to work his farm, and he was on 
the farm program. The abuse in this county was almost unbelievable; 
everybody was involved. The teachers, the Veterans’ Administration 
representative, the veterans themselves were all involved, 

Senator Aiken. I do not doubt it. 

Representative Teacur. We have not worked that particular prob- 
lem out, but we have found that weakness in the present law. We 
think that to improve the farm program you have to do what we did 
with 679, have stronger criteria and a stronger inspection service, 

Paragraph (d), line 4, page 22, proposes to apply certain criteria 
to any school operated for profit. I believe that the basis of applica- 
tion for these criteria should be whether the school and the course is 
part of an accredited public-school system or is recognized by an 
established accrediting association. 

Senator Hiiu. Let me ask you this: I suppose they have an aceredit- 
ing association for every type of sc hool, whether it is a barber school or 
a cosmetic school or what have you ? 

Representative TEacur. No, sir, Senator. 

Senator Hiri. What would you do about it 4 

Representative TraGur. We do not believe the school should be 
approved unless the State does set up an accrediting system. If the 
school or course is not accredited, it should be required to conform 
with these criteria regardless of whether it is public or private, 
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profit or nonprofit. Certainly a proprietary nonprofit school should 
be reqttired to comply with the criteria. The Congress should take 
this opportunity to further strengthen these criteria in certain areas 
where they have proven inadequate. 

Senator Arken. You would require the State to set up some accredit- 
ing agency for each school where they do not require it now?) I think 
in every State schools are accredited by the State board of education 
usually, 

Representative Tracur. Up to this time most of our distinction has 
been profit and nonprofit. For example, in your private-school set-up 
over the country you have two associations, and one of them is more 

r less the aceredited group, and the other one the nonaccredited. It 
seems to me that the point in question is whether the school is an 
accredited school and not whether it is a or nonprofit. 

Some of the schools say to me, “We are taxpaying schools.” 

Senator A1iKEN. In my State the private se hopls are also accredited 
by the State board of education. j 

Representative Teacup. Yes, sir, Senator, 1 might say that we 
have not gone specifically into your State, but so far as we know your 
State has done an excellent job under the GL-bill. 

Senator, I would like to mention «a few points that T think are 
omissions. 


POLNTS OF OMISSION 


1. S. 1940 does not clarify, the relationship and relative authority 
of the Veterans’ Administration and the State approving agencies. 

Up in Pennsylvania, for example, we found a complete breakdown 
of the State approval agency, and since that time the head of the 
State approval agency has been removed, and ‘the vy closed, I beheve, 
some 80 schools, and there are a number of indictments which have 
been made up there. 

Senator Hitt. You had 80 schools up there that really and truly 
were not qualified to take part in this program ! 

Representative Teague. Right, sir, This weakness was inherent in 
Public Law 346, Seventy-eighth Congress, and has caused difficulty in 
the administration of the program. 

Senator, Hier. In that connection Senator Aiken has made a sug- 
gestion here. I, wonder how many of those schools were jist set up 
for the purpose of participating im this program, primarily for the 
purpose of making a profit out, of it. 

Representative TeaGcr. There is no question, Senator, that this 
bill was set up in a way, that encouraged people who were not in- 
terested, in education but were interested in dollars to ¢ome into the 
educational field, and that was true to a great extent in Pennsylvania. 

Senator Ives. Could you tell me whether any schools have been 
in existence of any type, either private, public, profit, or nonprofit, 
prior to the act affecting the veterans of World War IT which were 
found to, be of a type which could not be accredited for this purpose ? 

Representative Tracur. Senator, I am sorry I missed the first part 
of your question. 

Senator Ives. Iwas. wondering whetlier any of the existing sehools 
prior to the effectiveness of the act’ which pertained to veterans of 
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World War II, many of those schools in existence fell in the category 
which could not be accredited, which did not conform to the require- 
ments established under the act? Do you know whether there are any 
such schools? 

Representative Teaaur. Yes, I am sure there are. I cannot re- 
member a specific instance at this moment, however. Senator, I do 
not think I have a very good answer to your question at the moment. 
I know that we found some during our investig: ition. 

Senator Ives. The reason I raised the question was because I think 
Senator Aiken put his finger on one of the key points. A lot of them 
have been created out of whole cloth in order to make money rather 
than to provide education facilities. It occurred to me that probably 
the ones prior to this time were possibly all right. 

Representative Teacur. I remember one here in the District of Co- 
lumbia, a man had a school, and it. has been in existence for some 20 
years, but the VA program came in, and all his students became vet- 
erans, and it drove the other people away. His school, after the cri- 
teria was set up, was declared ineligible to receive benefits. 

Senator Ives. What kind of school was that ? 

Representative Teacur. It was typing, shorthand. 

Senator Ives. A sort of trade school, commercial school? 

Kepresentative Tracun. Right, sir. I remember that one now. 

Senator Arken. Of course, I think we want to take into considera- 
tion that not all the schools that were set up at that time were set up 
for the express purpose of seeing how much of the veterans’ funds 
they could get, because the GI program in itself resulted in crowding 
the facilities of the older schools, and cert: ainly expansions and in 
some cases the establishment of new schools was just about necessary. 

Representative Teacur. Certainly that is true. 

Senator Arken. But the kind of school to which Congressman 
Teague was referring was the kind set up for the express purpose of 
getting as much of this educational fund as possible with the idea that 
after a few years they would either have an established school or else 
they could go out of business with a profit. 

Representative Tracur. Right. In Pennsylvania when they 
checked the school they checked the physical side of the school, but 
there was nobody, neither the Veterans’ Administration nor anybody 
in the State, that checked the people that were going to run the school. 

Senator Ives. I did not want to create the idea that all of the schools 
that came into existence since this act became effective were of dubious 
character. For instance, Champlain College in Plattsburg, N. Y., was 
set up of necessity. We had to have the facilities. 

Representative Tracur. In our investigation we were concerned 
that we were dealing with abuses and that we did not give all profit 
schools a black eye, because many of them have done a good job. But 
we did not think we got our money’s worth out of it. 

Senator Hitz. Do you recall offhand what the program has cost 
up to date? 

Representative Tracur. As I remember, approaching $14,000,000,- 
000. Mr. Monk is here, and he could tell us, 1 am sure. I believe it 
was approximately $14,000,000,000. 

Senator, I would like to cover a few points of omission. I started 
out as to the relationship between the State approving agencies and 
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the Veterans’ Administration. In our investigation the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration people testified that they should have all the power. I say 
some of the Veterans’ Administration people and the regional man- 
ager in Tennessee recently testified that. 

The State people testified that they should have the authority. 
Where, in between there, there should be a compromise, that I do not 
know exactly what it is, but I do not believe the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion should have all the authority, and I do not believe the States 
should. 

The authority to approve educational institutions as being qualified 
and equipped to train veterans was properly vested in the States. 
The Veterans’ Administration is required to reimburse schools for 
services rendered in training veterans. Such a plan creates a joint 
Federal-State program. Public Law 346 did not clearly define the 
relative authority of the State and Federal Governments, and the 
obligations and responsibilities of the State approving agencies are 
not clearly outlined. The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs is pre- 
cluded from interfering with the operation of a State approving 
agency or State educi tional institution, and this restriction might be 
interpreted to mean that the Administrator cannot act so long as the 
school is approved, regardless of evidence of fraud or violation of law. 
The new act for Korean veterans should clearly settle these issues. 

2. I have mentioned previously the final authority of the Adminis- 
trator to render decisions which are not subject to judicial review. 
This situation was partially corrected by Public Law 610, Eighty- 
first Congress, which amended Public Law 346 in that a Veterans’ 
Education Appeals Board was established which could review tuition 
claims by schools and certain other acts of the Administrator and 
make a final administrative determination. S. 1940 does not extend 
the authority of the Veterans’ Education Appe “als Board to the pro- 
gram proposed for Korean veterans. 

Senator Arken. You refer to “Korean veterans.” It was testified 
here yesterday that this bill is intended to cover all servicemen in the 
future. Are your studies in the House being conducted with that end 
in view ¢ 

Representative Teague. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Arken. And you are simply using “Korean veterans” as a 
term ¢ 

Representative Teacur. That is right. As I said to begin with, I 
think that whatever we pass now will be a basis for the future. We 
have had a program and have seen what happened and certainly we 
should be able to write a law that would be a sound basis for all future 
veterans’ educational benefits 

Senator ArkEN. I asked a question of a witness yesterday whether 
enactment of a law of this kind which provides a month’s education 
for a month’s service would result in the boys going to college for 
2 years and then going into service for 2 years in order to get the last 
2 years of education free. Do you think it is likely to have such an 
effect ? 

Of course they have to serve 2 years in the armed services anyway, 
so that in that way they will be foolish from a financial standpoint 
to complete their 4-year course and then have to serve 2 years, and 
under the bill here they would then be entitled to a year’s refresher 
course. : 
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Representative Teacur. Senator, it so happened that I had to work 
my way through school, and if after 2 years I could have gone into 
the service and come back and finished up I would have done it. 

Senator ArkeNn. It would help more boys finish up their college; 
would it not? 

Representative Tkacur. Right. If you go down to get labor statis- 
tics, the country will gain that much back over a period of a man’s 
life. 

Senator ArKEN. Does it not seem likely that as a result of legisla- 
tion such as is contemplated you would have a boy spend 2 years in 
college and then 2 years in service and then 2 years in college, or he 
might go into service after high school? 

Representative TEacur. I think if a boy could not get by he would 
do it, but if he had the money he would go to college. 

3. S. 1940 proposes that the veteran will pay one-half of his own 
tuition from funds received directly by him from the Veterans’ 
Administration and the Veterans’ Administration will pay the re- 
maining half. Apparently it is contemplated that the Veterans’ 
Administration will negotiate a contract under which it will dis- 
burse one-half of the tuition received by the school. Reclaims for 
erroneous payments could be effected under this contract. In cases 
where veterans were,overcharged or made erroneous payments of 
tuition and other charges from funds paid to them by the Veterans’ 
Administration, there appears to be no recourse, since S..1940 does 
not establish authority for recovery of tuition payments illegally 
secured from veteran trainees. 

4. Public Law 346 and 8S. 1940 are both silent regarding Veterans’ 
Administration and State employees owning interest in private schools 
or receiving profits or payments from private schools which are un- 
der contract with the Veterans’ Administration for the training of 
veteran trainees and which are under the direct supervision of State 
employees. S. 1940 does not propose to restrict a Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration employee from leaving the Veterans’ Administration and im- 
mediately becoming associated with a private school under contract 
with the Veterans’ Administration. 

It has been a common practice under the present program for con- 
tract officers to establish a very favorable rate for a school and then 
leave the Veterans’ Administration to take a job with the school 
at a much higher salary. The new law should prohibit ownership 
of private schools by Veterans’ Administration and State employees, 
and those employees should be prohibited from receiving payments, 
profits, or gifts from such schools. Such employees should not be 
allowed to enter the employment of a private scheol under contract 
with the Veterans’ Administration for a period of 1 year following 
termination of their employment with the Veterans’ Administration. 

Senator, in Texas we found 56 GI schools being operated by for- 
mer Veterans’ Administration employees. We went to the State 
capital there, and we found many cases where a man was still in 
the Veterans’ Administration and owned an interest in the school, 

In many cases two men had worked in the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, and they had worked up this school. One of them would leave 
the Veterans’ Administration and run the school, and the other would 
stay in the VA apparently to take care of the school in the contract. 
Senator Hi. You found 56 cases in your State alone / 
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Representative Teague. Yes, sir. One of the reasons for that was 
that the State legislature was not in session to set up a State approval 
ageney when this law was passed, and for a period of time I do not 
think the Veterans’ Administration was aware that this was going 
on. We had no State approval agency, and it was up to the VA to 
approve those schools. 

In Pennsylvania a school owner, who testified that he made about 
70-some-odd-thousand dollars the previous year under the GI bill, 
testified that he hired this contract officer from whom he received a 
very good contract. We have no way of knowing what went on, 
but we know he got an excellent contract and the man left the Vet- 
erans’ Administration and went to the school and was receiving a much 
better salary than he was receiving in the Veterans’ Administration. 

The status of veterans having eligibility under Public Law 346, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, and also accruing eligibility under the pro- 
posed program should be clarified. 

Senator Hiti. Let me ask you this question: With a more diligent 
policing of this thing, could not much of that have been prevented ¢ 

Represe ntative Tracur. We think a lot of it could, but also, Sena- 
tor, at that time a lot of emphasis was being placed on getting the boys 
into the schools. The Veterans’ Administration had placed on them 
a tremendous burden. I think in the Texas office the head of that 
office should have been more aware of local condition than he was. 

I do not know; they certainly had a job on their hands. 

Senator Ives. As a matter of fact, at that time it was conte mages 
that this set-up was going to be strictly temporary, and it was to 
meet the situation occasioned by World War II, and no one was 
anticipating é¢he situation where we might find ourselves faced with 
war during our lifetime and the lifetime of a good many of the younger 
ones ¢ 

pupebenieinte Tracur. Correct. 

The status of veterans having eligibility under Public Law 346, 
Seetnteraiaiis Congress, and also accruing eligibility under the pro- 
posed program should be clarified. Current Veterans’ Administra- 
tion regulations provide that a veteran who initiated a course of 
training under Public Law 346 prior to July 25, 1951, and who was 
called into active military service prior to July 25, 1951, or the last 
date for his regular reentrance into training may reenroll under Public 
Law 346, Seventy-eighth Congress, upon discharge from military 
service. No provision is made for the veteran of World War Il who 
has been called to active military service during part of the period 
of his entitlement to enrollment under Public Law 346 and who had 
not initiated a course of traming. ‘This veteran should have the 
privilege of electing benefits under Public Law 346 or the new pro- 
gram and should have a period equivalent to the period of eligibility 
for training which he Jost as a result of military service during which 
he could elect training under either program. 

6. S. 1940 does not provide specific penalties for conspiracy and 
fraud by schools or veterans or acts of bad faith and gross misconduct 
in the use of his entitlement on the part of a veteran. ‘The new law 
should establish severe penalties for those schools and veterans who 
abuse the privileges established by the law. 

Now, Senator, in Pennsylvania we had a number of veterans to 
come before our committee and testify that they were driving cabs 
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in the city of Philadelphia; that they had not been to school; that 
they were paying $10 or $20 a month to instructors to mark them 
present. We found down in Murfreesboro a couple of weeks ago the 
same situation, that many veterans did not attend school, but they 
paid $10 or $15 to the instructor to mark them present. 

Senator Hiix. The instructor was falsifying the record ? 

Representative Teacuz. That is right. 

Senator Him. And no penalties under the existing law for com- 
mitting the fraud ? 

Representative Tracur. Mr. Chairman, I am not a lawyer. It 
seems to me that there should be a law somewhere to take care of that. 
We turned our cases over to the Department of Justice and hope to get 
some prosecutions. 

In summary, I believe that any new act passed by the Congress 
should make the following proyisions: 

1. The program should be reoriented from a subsidized educa- 
tional program to an educational assistance program. Entitlement 
to education should not be limited to those who can prove that they 
interrupted their education. A modest amount of aid should be 
given any veteran who desires to help himself, rather than a large 
amount of aid to a limited number of veterans. 

2. The program should be self-policing. It can be made so by 
requiring the veteran to make a contribution to his own training 
rather than the Federal Government attempting to pay the total cost 
as it does under the present program. 

3. The new act should prohibit the enrollment of a veteran in a 
school which does not have a substantial number of nonveterans and a 
school should be required to operate successfully for a period of 1 
year prior to receiving approval. 

4. The administration of the program should be simplified. This 
can be accomplished by eliminating the conception of fair and reason- 
able tuition rates and making the payment directly to the veteran at the 
end of the month of training. From this payment, the veteran will 
pay his own bills, thus eliminating the necessity for a contract and a 
vouchering procedure. 

5. Supervision of schools and. standards for approval should be 
strengthened. 

6. Strict penalties for criminal acts should be established for crim- 
inal acts, the rights of a veteran who willfully misuses his entitle- 
ment should be withdrawn and Veterans’ Administration and State 
officials should be prohibited from owning interest in a school under 
contract with the Veterans’ Administration or becoming associated 
with such a school during a period of 1 year following termination 
of employment by the Veterans’ Administration or the State ap- 
proving agency. 

7. The new act should provide for judicial review of decisions of 
the Administrator affecting educational institutions and State schools 
and agencies. 

8. The relative authority of the Veterans’ Administration and the 
State approving agencies should be clearly defined and the obligation 
of the State approval agency should be spelled out in the law. 

Senator Hix. Any questions, Senator Aiken ? 

Senator Arken. Do you know of any cases where any Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration officials were interested in schools approved by the VA? 
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Representative Teague. That is what we were talking about before; 
we had 56 cases in Texas. We found that by going to the State capital 
and checking where corporations were formed. We tried to hit 
different phases in different States, Senator. 

Senator Atrken. How would you make effective the rule that nobody 
could leave the Veterans’ Administration and become affiliated with a 
school for a year? Would you do that by withdrawing the certifi- 

‘ation of the school? 

Representative Teacur. I am not sure, but I believe that over in the 
Defense Department we have a situation where a man who is in the 
Defense Department is not allowed to go out to a concern or company 
with which the Defense Department does business. 

Senator ArKEeN. He is not allowed to come back and practice before 
the agency which he leaves for, I think, 2 years. 

Senator Hix. As I recall the statute, it is 2 years. 

Representative TrEAcur. There would be two or three different ways 
you could do that and you could prohibit the school. 

Senator Aiken. Withdraw certification of the school ? 

Representative Tracur. Yes. 

Senator: Hit. Certainly that is a matter that ought to be reached. 

Representative TEAGUE. Certainly. [ am sure there are a number 
of men who have left the Veterans’ Administration and have gone to 
schools, and it was perfectly all right, but there have undoubtedly 
been cases where that was not true. I do not think this country has 
dreamed of doing as much for the war veterans as you men have tried 
to do for World War IT veterans under the GI bill. 

Senator Hiri. Would you consider changing that “you” to a “we’’? 

Representative Tracur. I will change that to a “we.” 

I might say that this man up in Pennsylvania testified before us 
that he made $76,000 the year before, and he was not a veteran. We 
know his schools, some of them, at least, were such that the veterans did 
not get their training, and the taxpayers did not get their money’s 
worth. 

_ Senator Hiii. Are there any questions that you would like to put, 
Senator Ives? 

Senator Ives. I want to commend Congressman Teague for his 
contribution to our effort over here. His statement is full of ideas 
which have to be considered and decided. I want to say this, Mr. 
Chairman, it occurs to me that in legislation of this character it is 
most essential that the committees of the two Houses operate very 
closely, not after the legislation has passed by each House, but before, 
so that we can come forward, both Houses, with as nearly a perfect 
product as possible initially rather than wait for some conference 
committee to decide to unscramble some things and try to reconcile 
those things which cannot be reconciled. 

Representative Tracur. Yes, sir. I would like to have this bill ready 
for our boys that are being discharged. Of course, our disabled are 
being taken care of, but it has just been impossible to get it done. I 
understand that a comment was made y esterday that we pass it and get 
it through, but I do not agree with that. 

Senator Hiii. How long has your select committee been in existence / 

Representative Teague. About 10 months. I never dreamed, Sena- 
tor, to begin with, what one of these investigations would run into. 
For instance, we completed one on a regional manager down in Texas, 
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and it represents some 2,100 pages of testimony. You go into one of 
these investigations, and you have to contact every veteran in tracing 
down the datesi'when the boy was not in school, when he was present, 
and when he was not present whe marked him.as) present. 

We have tried to be fair as. possible, and, we did net bring out any - 
thing that we were unable to support with documentary proof. I may 

say that it has been quite a job. 

Senator Hitz. I certainly want to thank you and commend you, too, 
for this very fine and helpful and enlightening, statement, that,:you 
brought us here this morning. _L would like to commend you as well on 
the splendid work that, you have.done.as chairman, of the select House 
committee. You have made a great contribution to this cause, trying 
to put this program on the right sort of basis, knowing, as you have 
said and as we all recognize, that this is going.to be'a permanent 
program, certainly a very long-range program, 

Representative Tracun. That.is right, sir. 

Senator Hit. I hope, as-Senater ves has,said here this morning, 
that there may be the closest working association ‘and cooperation be- 
tween this committee and your committee: 

Representative Tesevr. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Huu... Any time you have any suggestion, any particular 
thought. or information that you think would be of help to us, let us 
hear from you. 

Representative. Tracur. Thank you very much, gentlemen, 

_ Senator Hu... We will now hear from the Office of the Comptroller 

General, represented here, this morning by Mr, Charles; E. Eckert, 

legislative attorney; Francis T. Matchett, Assistant Chief, Office of 

en and Wayne H. Smith, attorney, General Counsel’s 
flice. 


STATEMENTS OF CHARLES E. ECKERT, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY; 
FRANCIS T. MATCHETT, ASSISTANT CHIEF, OFFICE OF INVESTI- 
GATIONS; AND WAYNE H. SMITH, ATTORNEY, GENERAL 
COUNSEL’S OFFICE, OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL, 
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE } 
Senator Hitt. Which one of you gentlemen has been chosen to : 
speak this mor ning? 4 
Mr. Ecrerr. I am Charles FE. Eckert, Mr. Chairman, and this is 4 
Mr. Matchett on my left and Mr. Smith on my right. 4 
Senator Hixi. You may proceed in your own w ay, Mr. Eckert. 4 
Mr. Eckert. The General Accounting Office e appr eciates the oppor- ; 
tunity afforded it to appear before your “committee in connection with : 


the bill S:'1940. 

The bill is designed to authorize the furnishing of edueation and 
training benefits to persons haying active Service in the Armed Forces _ 
gtbsequent to June 27, 1950, and prior to a date to be declared by the 
President, or by concurrent resolution of the Congress. The program 
authorized by the bill follows generally the progtam ihaugurated for 
veterans of World War II by Public Law 346, Inne 22, 1944, commonly 
known as the GT bill. 

However, consideration has been given in the drafting of the bill 
to the experience resulting from the operation of the existing program, 
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as brought out in conferences between the Bureau of the Budget and 
the various agencies of the Government having: an interest in the 
prograin, including the General Accounting Office. As a result, numer- 
ous safeguards, have been! included in the proposed bill which will 
eliminate many of the problems which arose under the program pro- 
vided for by Public Law 346. 

The bill would authorize for persons serving in the aetive military, 
naval, or air service during the periods’ prescribed, educational and 
training benefits, fora period equal to their active service not to ex- 
ceed 48 months of actual instruction Veterans would be given a right 
to. 12 months education and training, and as a prerequisite for further 
education or, training it would: be required that the veteran’s educa- 
tion or training had been interrupted by his entrance into the service. 
However, such interruption would be presumed ‘in the case of any 
veteran who had not passed his twenty-third birthday as of June 27, 
1950, or the date. he entered/the service; whicheveris later. 

Generally speaking, the bill would provide for the assumption by 
the Government of one-half of the;cost ‘of education of eligible veter- 
ans and for the payment to such veterans of an appropriate allowance 
to cover subsistence, supplies, and equipment.) It is felt that requiring 
the veteraii to pay'a part of the cost of education is desirable in that it 
would result, im the, veteran’s having a stake im securing education, 
would bean incéntive to the veteran to see that the charges made were 
fair and reasonable, and would make the veteran aware of the'cost and 
charges being paid for his education. 

The General Accounting Office: would: recommend, however, that 
this provision contain also a limitation that the amount authorized to 
be paid, by the Government to an edueéational institution shall not ex- 
ceed the amount actually paid by the veteran student.) [It is: believed 
that such a limitation is desirable to insure that the Government will 
be required, to assume an obligation to edueational imstitutions. only 
in those instances where a veteran is required to pay for his education 
and that consideration will be givemto scholarships, grants, or similar 
forms of educational aid. 

As heretofore indicated the bill has: beens drafted, with a view to 
elininating many of the abuses found to exist in the present program. 
However, the General Accounting Office feels that the \bill could be 
materially strengthened in that regard. || In a report to this committee 
dated September 17, 1951, specific recommendations have been made 
which, it is felt, will aecoinplish this result. 

Sen:zttor Hitt. DL have that letter dated September 17.addressed: to 
Chairman Murray by the,Comptroller'General. | I think without! ob- 
jection that letter ought to go in the record at! the conclusion of: your 
remarks. 

Mr. Ecxert. lL would appreciate that, Mr: Chairman. 

These recommendations are based upon the findings of the General 
Accounting Office, through its audit and imyestigative activities, with 
respect to the operations of the present program, as compiled in a re- 
port of survey of the program, a copy of which was furnishedto this 
committee July 20, 1951. 

Senator Hitt. Has that been printed ? 

Mr. Copwrn. Yes. 

Mr. Ecxerr. It is the House committee print. 
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Senator Hux. If that is so I do not know whether it would be neces- 

sary for another reprint. 

Mr. Ecxerr. Among the recommendations of the General Account- 
ing Office is one to strengthen the program by placing definite require- 
ments on the State approval agencies as to the qualification of schools 
within their respective States. 

Senator Hitt. You would write those requirements into the statute ? 

Mr. Ecxerr. Yes, sir. We would not write the specific require- 
ments, but we would write the duties of the State approval agency, as 
to what they would have to certify. In other words, we do not imply 
there that the Government would set the educational standards, but 
only that the State would certify that they have properly set the 
standards and have inspected the premises ‘of the schools to insure 
that they are adequately equipped to give a course of instruction. 

Senator Hitz. Yes. 

Mr. Eckert. Experience under the existing program has shown 
that State approval of educational institutions has in many instances 
been no more than a rubber-stamp process. 

Senator Hitt. Let me ask you, how do you account for that? It 
happens that in my State of Alabama we had a fine man as head of 
this program, Dr. Elbert Norton, and he had with him Dr. Robert 
Cammack, who was in charge of the vocational education section of 
the department. We had none of this in Alabama. They went about 
this matter in a very serious way and did a fine job. 

How do you account for the fact that the State educational agen- 
cies did not meet the responsibility imposed on them in a matter of 
this kind? 

Mr. Ecxerr. Well, I think, Senator, to answer your question gen- 
erally that at the instance of this program many of the States did 
not have approval agencies as such in their States, and if they did 
it involved only higher education and did not reach down into the 
many other types of schools. 

Also I think that the States have not had the facilities or have not 
had the funds appropriated within their States to insure an adequate 
staff for these approval agencies. 

Senator Hixx. I believe, too, in the beginning there was a question, 
was there not, about whether these State educational agencies would 
be the approval agencies? Was there not some disagreement there 
between the Veterans’ Administration and the States as to who the 
Veterans’ Administration would have or would recognize or how much 
they would rely on the State education agencies in that matter? 

Mr. Ecxert. I cannot recall. There may have been at the begin- 
ning of the program, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hirt. Is that true, Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smriru. I think it was considered at the time of the original 
legislation. 

Senator Hixx. The original legislation, that sort of set the pattern 
for this thing? 

Mr. Samira. That is right. 

Senator Ives. Do you know of any delinquency on the part of the 
educational set-up in New York State in connection with this program ? 

Mr. Matcuerr. New York State was clean as far as our survey 
shows. 





EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO VETERANS 71 


Senator Ives. That is my impression. I am very glad to know that 
because I think we have a fine educational set-up in New York State. 

Mr. Marcnerr. New York State was one of the States covered in 
our survey. 

Senator Hm. I think we can say that New York State was in the 
same class with Alabama. 

Senator Arken. And Vermont. 

Senator Pastore. Does this bill provide for any appropriation to 
the States in order to supervise this program ? 

Mr. Ecxerr. Yes, the bill waasd provide for the payment. 

Senator Pasrorr. Was that the case heretofore ? 

Mr. Ecxerr. Yes, sir, under Public Law 346 certain expenses of 
these agencies for the work done for and on behalf of the Veterans’ 
Administration was reimbursed. 

Senator Pastore. Does not the responsibility lie right there to see 
to it that these programs are effectively carried out and that these 
schools are accredited schools ? 

Mr. Eckert. I think it would, sir, yes. 

Senator Pasrorr. Where has the dereliction been ? 

Mr. Eckert. I think basically the legislation did not require any 
affirmative action on the part of the approval agency other than the 
agency to furnish a list of what they considered approved schools. 


Senator Pastore, Primarily I suppose it was all attributable to the 
looseness of the law, was it not ? 

Mr. Eckert.’ Yes. 

Senator Pastorr. I was Governor of my State at the time, and I 
think our record in Rhode Island was good because we had an ex- 


cellent, exemplary commissioner of education in our State who was 
very much concerned with this, and there was constant pressure to 
bring in all these suspicious programs like dancing and that sort of 
thing, whether or not that came under the GI bill, and we had a lot 
of trouble with it. I think at the time there was a serious question 
as to whether or not the law was stringent enough. I am glad to see 
that you are correcting all this because it comes down to, I think, 
whether or not the law is stringent enough to confine these programs 
under what is generally considered a concept of education, either 
secondary or higher education. 

Mr. Eckert. I feel, Senator, that is true. Of course, there is a 
point beyond which you cannot go, and I do not think this committee 
would want to dictate the inncinaaie that the State may adopt. We 
felt that the bill could go so far as to require assuring that the State 
actually knew what the schools within its borders were teaching and 
actually knew that, well, take trade schools, for instance, that they had 
lathes to teach a man how to operate a lathe. 

We found many instances of schools where they would have as an 
example 1 lathe and 50 students, and once a week the man got a chance 
to see if he could work out a piece of material on a lathe. That was 
our purpose here, to attempt to put the burden or put the onus upon 
the State in certifying these institutions that they actually had been 
inspected, actually were adequately equipped to do the job. 

I think that the bill could well go that far. 

Senator Pastore. Does the bill furnish an appropriation to do ex- 
actly what you are talking about now or whose responsibility is it? 
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Mr. Eckerr. Basically it would be the State’s responsibility. I feel 
that the bill would authorize the payment by the Veterans’: Admin- 
ist ration—— 

Senator Pasrorr. Of the personnel to make these inspections ? 

Mr. Ecxert. Yes. It was done under the present program, I am 
sure. : 

Senator Pasrorr. Because if you do not do that—I am not speaking 
of my State, but you may have States that will net have the appropri- 
ation in order to carry that’out—-I am afraid that unless you have the 
provision that where the State does not carry it out the Federal Gov- 
ernment will that there will be difficulty. 

Senator Arken. There was a question as to whether the Veterans’ 
Administration should stand part of the payment for the superintend- 
ent of schools because of the GI students who were attending these 
elasses. I think as far as Vermont was concerned the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration did not finally contribute to the payment of the super- 
intendents—that is, where several towns joined together and hired a 
supervisor and superintendent for all of the schools. 

Mr. Eckert. I would not know that: 

Senator Arken. There was some complaint made that no contribu- 
tion was made to offset the extra work and extra equipment. _How- 
ever, it was not serious, and the amount was not large. 

Mr. Eckert. I do not. know about that, but Ido feel that the bill 
would authorize assistance in that line. 

Senator Hiri. You may proceed, sir. 

Mr. Ecxrrr. Also, the General Accounting Office reconimends most 
strongly that the payments of subsistence be made in arrears. This 
is believed necessary to afford the Veterans’ Administration needed 
time to receive and record notices of interruption or discontinuance 
of training, thus providing a means of eliminating overpayments of 
subsistence allowances, which overpayments have presented such a 
serious problem under the existing educational program. 

There is one more matter which I feel should be brought to your 
attention at this time. This is a matter which is of serious concern 
to the General Accounting Office and to the Comptroller General 
himself. Under the bill, as under Public Law 346. broad authority 
is vested in the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs to administer the 
program, and it would appear that, by implication at least, the ‘bill 
would incorporate specific statutory authority to vest m the Admin- 
istrator finality of decision as to all matters arising thereunder. 

Senator Hr. In other words, he would have pretty much that 

same authority that he has under the existing statute 4 

Mr. Ecxerr. That is correct. 

Senator Hitz. Final authority ? 

Mr. Eckert. Yes. 

As this committee undoubtedly is aware, the Comptroller General 
and the Assistant Comptroller General have on many occasions voiced 
their strong opposition to the vesting of final authority over expendi- 
tures in administrative officers of the Government under other than 
extremely emergent conditions. 

In the present instance it would appear that the bill might have the 
effect of making decisions of the Administrator, as to.all matters cov- 
ered by the bill including contracts and agreements with educational 
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institutions, final and: conelusive and not subject to review by the 
General Accounting Office or by the courts. This could cireumyent the 
operations of the General Accounting Office, and might eliminate any 
possibility that the Office by direct action through its audit and inves- 
tigative functions could recoup moneys erroneously expended. 

In other words, it could reduee the functions of the Office to that of 
reporting any abuses to the Congress. The General Accounting Office 
would not be so:concerned if this was purely a veterans’ benefit. bill 
providing for pensions or some form of gratuity to veterans. How- 
ever, since the bill would authorize the negotiation and contracting 
with various institutions throughout the country, the General Account- 
ing Office fails to perceive any necessity or cogent reason for vesting 
the final authority in connection with such matters in the administra- 
tive agency. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Eckert, is there not a growing tendency to 
request final authority in this respect on the part of other agencies in 
the Government / 

Mr. Ecxerr. Indeed there is, sir. 

Senator Arken. The effect of it really would be to make the execu- 
tive agencies far less responsive to the intent of the Congress ? 

Mr. Ecxerr. Well, we take that position. We feel that is absolutely 
true, sir, and that it has caused the Comptroller General much concern 
over the growing tendency, Senator. 

Senator ArkEN. This problem is not confined to the Veterans’ 
Administration ¢ 

Mr. Eckert. No, indeed, Senator. 

In our report on this bill the Acting Comptroller General urged 
strongly that the bill be amended to vest final authority in the Ad 
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs as to matters concerning veterans’ 
entitlement only and to provide that his decision on all other matters 
shall constitute final administrative action only and be subject to 
review in the usual manner. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, a contract with a school, that contract 
under your suggestion would be reviewable by the Comptroller 
General / 

Mr. Ecxerr. By the courts in the same manner. 

Senator Hitn. And by the courts, just like a contract made by any 
other agency 1s subject to review by the Comptroller General, is that 
not right / 

Mr. Eckert. Generally speaking. 

Senator Hits. 1 realize that there are exceptions, but generally 
speaking. 

Mr. Eckert. Yes, sir. 

Senator Aiken. You have the trouble that was brought up yes- 
terday in the resolution to investigate certain actions of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, undoubtedly ‘brought about by the fact that the 
Comptroller General’s office does not have authority to review con- 
tracts made by the Commodity Credit Corporation. If they did have 
they would be more in a position to make proper contracts. 

I am not saying that any of the contracts ave bad or that any of 
them are illegal, but I say that if they were subject to review by the 
General Accounting Office they would be more careful. 
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Mr. Eckert. We feel very strongly, sir, that that is true. Of course 
I am speaking for the General Accounting Office in that matter and 
we feel that our record will show that. 

Senator Arken. They not only would be more careful but in the 
long run probably would build up less trouble themselves. 

Mr. Eckert. I feel that is correct, Senator. 

The report of September 17, 1951, contains one additional obser- 
vation which I feel should be brought to your attention at this time. 
Therein it was stated that it must be realized that the program here 
contemplated will entail extensive administrative processes with their 
attendant expenses and in many cases will not prevent abuses found 
in the existing program. 

It was suggested that serious consideration might be given 
by the committee to a program which would grant educational assist- 
ance to veterans by payment directly to the veteran of an amount 
designed to cover the cost or a portion of the cost of his education, 
based upon rates related to the type of education or training selected 
by the veteran. 

It is believed that if such payments were made to veterans on an 
arrears basis with a requirement that endorsement or appropriate 
certification be made by the educational institution of actual attend- 
ance prior to payment, adequate protection would be afforded the 
Government while at the same time administrative detail and ex- 
pense would be reduced to a considerable extent. 

You may be assured a at members of the staff of the General Ac- 
counting Office will be available at any time to furnish such assistance 
as the committee or its staff should desire. 

Senator Hinz. Any further questions, Senator Aiken / 

Senator ArKEN. No questions. 

Senator Hitt. Senator Pastore? 

Senator Pastore. No questions. 

Senator Hitt. Senator Ives? 

Senator Ives. No questions. 

Senator Hitz. Is there anything further, gentlemen? 

Mr. Eckert. No, sir; that is the case for the Comptroller General. 
Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Hitz. The letter of the Comptroller General dated Septem- 
ber 17, 1951, will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, September 17, 1951. 
Hon. JAMes E. Murray, 
Chairman Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, United States Senate. 

My Dear Mr. CuatRMAN: I have your letter of August 23, 1951, enclosing a 
copy of S. 1940, Eighty-second Congress, entitled “A bill to provide certain edu- 
cational and training benefits to veterans who served in the active military, naval, 
or air service on or after June 27, 1950.” Your letter states that hearings have 
been scheduled on this bill for September 17, 18, and 19 and you request that 
this Office report on the legislation at the earliest date possible. 

The bill is designed to authorize the furnishing of education and training 
benefits to persons serving in the active service of the Armed Forces subsequent 
to June 27, 1950, and prior to a date to be declared by the President, or by con- 
current resolution of the Congress. The program authorized by the bill follows 
generally the program inaugurated for veterans of World War II by Public Law 
346, June 22, 1944, commonly known as the GI bill. However, consideration has 
been given in the drafting of the bill to the experience resulting from the opera- 
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tion of the existing program, as determined by conferences between the Bureau 
of the Budget and the various agencies of the Government having an interest 
in such program, including the General Accounting Office. As a result, numer- 
ous safeguards have been included in the proposed bill which will eliminate 
many of the problems which arose under the program provided for by Public 
Law 346. 

The bill would authorize educational and training benefits to persons serving 
in the active military, naval, or air service during the periods prescribed for a 
period equal to their active service not to exceed 48 months of actual instruction. 
All veterans would be given a right to 12 months education and training, and as 
a prerequisite for further education or training it would be required that the 
veteran’s education or training had been interrupted by his entrance into the 
service. However, such interruption would be presumed in the case of any 
veteran who had not passed his twenty-third birthday as of June 27, 1950, or 
the date he entered the service, whichever is later. 

The bill establishes standards to be met by educational institutions in order 
to qualify for furnishing education and training to veterans. Like Public Law 
546, approval of schools and institutions is left to the appropriate agencies of 
the State. However, it is believed that the bill would be strengthened materially 
by inserting in paragraph 4 thereof a provision requiring the certification by the 
State of its educational institutions to be based upon actual inspection and de- 
termination that the schools certified are qualified and equipped to furnish the 
education and training needed. This could be accomplished by eliminating in 
paragraph 4, line 12, p#ge 7, following the word “jurisdiction” the words “which 
are,’ and inserting language substantially as follows: “for which appropriate 
educational standards have been prescribed and which by inspection and cer- 
tification prior to acceptance of students under this act have been found to be.” 
Similar provision should be made in the case of approval of new institutions as 
provided for in the last proviso of paragraph 4. This could be accomplished by 
inserting after the word “State” in line 20, page 8, language substantially as 
follows: ‘and that such institution is qualified as otherwise provided in this 
section.” While the proposed bill would authorize the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs to refuse approval to, or to disapprove, any school or course—other 
than public or tax-supported ivstitutions—if it be found that the courses offered 
fail to meet established requirements and/or that the conduct or progress of a 
veteran is unsatisfactory, it is felt that better certification of schools at the 
State level would materially benefit the program. lWxperience under the exist- 
ing program shows that State approval of educational institutions has in many 
instances been no more than a “rubber stamp” process. 

Under the bill, the Administrator would be authorized to pay to institutions 
one-half of the charges made by the institution to nonveterans not to exceed 
$300 for a full-time course for an ordinary school year or all such charges not to 
exceed $600 in any instance where no subsistence allowance is granted. Unlike 
the existing program, this would require the veteran to pay one-half of the 
cost of education. It is felt that such a provision is desirable in that it would 
zive to the veteran a stake in his education, would be an incentive to the 
veteran to see that the charges made were fair and reasonable, and would result 
in having the veteran aware of the cost and charges being paid for his education. 
The General Accounting Office would recommend that this provision contain 
also a limitation that the amount authorized to be paid by the Government shall 
not exceed the amount actually paid by the veteran student. This could be 
accomplished by inserting in the first proviso to paragraph 5 (a) after the 
word “exceed” in line 7 on page 9, language substantially as follows: “the 
amount actually paid by the veteran student up to.” It is believed that such 
a limitation is desirable to insure that the Government will be required to 
assume an obligation to educational institutions only in those instances where 
a veteran is required to pay for his education and that consideration will be 
given to scholarships, grants, or similar forms of educational aid. 

It is noted that the general provisions of paragraph 5 are stated to be inap- 
plicable in the case of correspondence courses as provided for by paragraph 
83 (b) of the bill. This would remove all limitations on the amount which 
could be expended by the Veterans’ Administration for such courses. It is 
recommended that said paragraph 3 (b) be amended by adding at the end of 
the last proviso a limitation substantially as follows: “not to exceed the rates 
charged nonveteran students for such courses and in no event shall the pay- 
ment exceed $600 for any such course.” Also it is noted that under the third 
proviso to paragraph 5 (a) the Administrator is authorized to determine a 





76 EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO VETERANS 


tair and reasonable rate to be paid for any course in a nonprofit school where 
the enroliment in. such course: consists of fewer than one-third of the studénts 
enrolled paying all of their own tuition. It is believed that:a limitation should 
be placed on the amount which might be paid under such cireuimstances and it 
is Suggested that the proviso be amended by adding at the:end thereof (line 17, 
p. 9) the words “not to exceed the actual cost of teaching salaries and stp- 
plies. for instruction.” This Jimitatien follows the limitation contained in 
Public Law 346, as amended, and ‘is believed to be fair and readily adaptable 
te the instances here involved: (“The schools and institutions which would be 
for ‘the most part covered by this: provision would bevthe below-college: public 
ipstitutions,, Reeords! of, operations under the existing program are replete 
with, instances of Jarge surpluses in excess of actual costs aceruing ‘to the 
States and their subdivisions under this phase of the program. 

The bill also. provides that profit schools to be quatified and approved fer the 
enrollment of veterans must have 25- equivalent full-time students or one-third 
ot the equivalent. full-time students enrolled paying all of their own: tuition 
without rebates or scholarships. . Also, it would provide generally that institu- 
tiens, must have been in operation at least 1 year prior to approval. It is be- 
lieved that) such provisions will aid materially in insuring that educational 
benefits will be furnished in established schools and will go far toward eliminat- 
ing. the. continued existence er springing up of: fly-by-night schools organized 
solely to reap profits from the Government under the guise of furnishing educa- 
tion to veterans. 

The bill. provides, for payment of allowances for subsistence, supplies, and 
equipment of SSO per month for a veteran with no dependents, $110 per month 
for a veteran with one dependent, and $125 per month for veterans with more 
than one dependent, where. the veteran is enrolled in a course ‘of full-time in- 
stitutional training. For,part-time institutional traiming, institutional:on-farm 
training, or a course of apprenticeship training or other training om the job; ora 
combination course, payments of: subsistence are authorized in the amounts of 
$70 per month, if without dependents or $95 per month with dependents. — How- 
ever, in these latter instances, the allowances would be reduced each four months 
as the course progresses in the ratio that such 4-month period bears to the total 
length of the, course... Persons attending a course on less than one-half time will 
not be entitied.to an allowance for subsistence, supplies and equipment: It is 
provided further that each veteran will be required: to submit to the Veterans’ 
Administration information as to income and that.a veteran's allowance together 
with income from productive labor will be limited to $2,580 per 12-month period 
for a veteran without dependents, $3,300 for a veteran with one dependent, and 
$3,540 for a veteran with two or more dependents.  Itvis believed that this :for- 
mula should be revised to require consideration of the veterans income from all 
sources, 

The inclusion in the amount allowed for subsistence of an amount to cover 
supplies and equipment appears very desirable. Experience under the existing 
prosram has indicated that-the handling of supplies: and equipment and the re- 
unbursement therefor has presented a serious’ problem and has been subject: to 
many abuses, some even fraudulent... It would appear. that the inclusion: of an 
amount in the subsistence payment for such materials will eliminate all such 
problems from the program. 

Paragraph 6 (a) of the bill would provide that these allowances would be paid 
to the veteran upon. application to the Amministrator and upon certification of 
actual attendance in school each month. This would seem to require the pay- 
ment by the Veterans’ Administration of such allowances in arrears, and to that 
extent would appear te be an extremely. desirable: provision in that it would 
afford the Veterans’ Administration needed time to receive and record notices of 
interruption or discontinuance of training, thus providing a means of eliminating 
oyer payments of subsistence allowances, which overpaynients: have, presented 
such a serious problem under the existing educational program. However, if it 
is intended to require payment of subsistence a@ply after the certification by a 
veteran each month that he was in actual attendance during the preceding month, 
it would appear impractical and unworkable. | It is recommended that the bill 
provide affirmatively fer the certification by the institution with respect to all 
tuition and fee payments claimed, that, the education or! training was ‘actually 
furnished to the veteran students in. accordance with the requirements of this 
part. and for the, prompt ,notification,of the Veterans’, Administration by the 
educational institutions of terminations ‘and discontinuances: (‘Thisiwouwld ma- 
terially strengthen. the bill.and provide,a basis, forthe application of the pro- 
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visions ‘of paragraph 5(b) ‘of the bill under which the institutions would, be 
penalized in event of their failuré promptly to report such discontinuances.. Lt 
is believed most strongly that provision should be made requiring the payment of 
subsixtence ‘allowances in arrears. > Thus, it:is recommended that this paragraph 
indudé a proviso substantially as foows: “Provided, That payments for subsist- 
ence, supplies and equipment shall not be made prior to: the fifteenth day of the 
inonth following the month of their accrual.” 

It is noted that no specific provision is. made for the payment of subsistence in 
those Cises where a veteran might attend school under a scholarship or other 
form of educational aid, nor is provision made for charging the veteran’s entitle- 
ment in such circumstances. It is suggested that appropriate provision be made 
therefor in paragraph 6 of the bill: 

Under the proposed bill, a veteran would be allowed only such absences: not 
to exceed 30 days a year as authorized by the institution. It is believed that this 
provision will preclude the granting of leave over and above excused alisences 
as wis done under the existing program, See in this conneetion Hpuse ieport 
No. 3243 of the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments wherein 
it was estimated that the cost of subsistence for three school years for payments 
mide solely because of leave! extensions after completion of courses and after 
periods of enroliment approximated $41,074,000. 

Paragraph 5 (b) provides that overpayments of subsistence allowances, found 
by an appropriate committee on waivers to be the result of willful or negligent 
failure of the school to report unauthorized or excessive absences or discoutin- 
uances or interruptions, and not recovered or waived, shall at the discretion of 
the Administrator constitute a liability of the school. In view of the absence 
from the proposed bill of any provision authorizing the waiver by the Veterans 
Administration of subsistence: overpayments, serious doubt would appear to 
exist as to’‘their authority so todo. However, assuming that this is the intent of 
the bill and is otherwise anthorized, no reason is apparent for providing that the 
liability of the educational institutions for such overpayments should be discre- 
tionary with: the Administrator. It is believed that this liability as well as a 
liablity on the part of the institution for overpayments of related tuition and any 
other charges arising under such circmustances should be mandatory. It is 
therefore recommende_that this provision be amended by adding after the word 
“overpayment” in line 12, page 10, the following: “together with related tuition 
or other pav iments to the school” and by striking the words “at the discretion of 
the Administrator” appearing in lines 12 and 15, 

Paragraphs 10 of section 2 of the Dill prevides that the Administrator may 
arrange for educational and vocational guidance. to eligible: persons. t is as- 
sumed that this: provision would: authorize: payment by the Administrator to 
educational institutions for such services as Was the practice under the existing 
program. It isthe recommendation of the General Accounting Office that a 
proviso be added to this section limiting the fees authorized to be paid to insti- 
tutions for such services to the amount charged by the institutions to non-veterans 
for similar services, 

Paragraph 11 of section 2 sets forth the criteria for apprentice training, 
on-job training, and on-farm training courses, which criteria would appear to add 
many additional safeguards in the administration of these phases of the program. 
However, with particular respect to the “on farm” training it does not appear 
that there will or can be eliminated certain types of abuses discussed in the 
pertinent sections of the General Accounting Office’s. survey of the educational 
and training program, a copy of which was submitted to your committee under 
date of July 20,1951. 

It is recommended that provision be made in this paragraph both under sub- 
paragraphs (b) 8 and (¢) 3 for periodic inspections by the State authorities or 
by the Veterans’ Administration with authority to discontinue any course and 
refrain from making any payments, in any case where it is found that the course 
actually being given fails to meet the requirements of this part. 

It is also recommended that the bill contain a specific detinition of the term 
“nonprotit institution.” In this connection, attention is invited to Senate iieso- 
lution 124, agreed to August 27, 1951, defining such term for the purposes of the 
existing, educational prograin. 

As you are undoubtedly aware, the General Accounting Office through its 
audit and, investigative functions has kept in touch with the operations of the 
eXisting program. The findings of this Oflice with respect to the operations of 
that program were consolidated in a report of survey of the veterans’ educational 
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and training program, referred to above. This survey pointed out the areas 
of operations which had presented problems both from an administrative and 
operational standpoint. My report to you on the bill presently before your com- 
mittee is based upon the experience of the operations of this Office in connection 
with that program. In addition to those specifically set forth above, I have 
certain general observations which I feel required to make. 

The present bill would inaugurate an educational program by amending 
section 1, title I, Public Law 2, Seventy-third Congress, as amended, and by 
amending Veterans’ Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended. It is not clear from 
the provisions of the bill what effect, if any, the various other provisions of Public 
Law 2, supra, would have, among which is a provision that all decisions ren- 
dered by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs under the provisions of title I 
of that act, or the regulations issued pursuant thereto, shall be final and con- 
clusive on all questions of law and fact and that no other official or court of the 
United States shall have jurisdiction to review by mandamus or otherwise any 
such decision. This provision was expressly incorporated in Public Law 346, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, for application to title IT of that act. There is also 
for consideration section 11 (54 Stat. 1197, 38 U.S. C. 1la—2), containing similar 
provisions for general application to decisions of the Administrator “concerning 
a claim for benefits or payments under any act administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration.” As this committee must know, 1 am opposed to the vesting 
of final authority in administrative officers of the Government under other 
than extremely emergent conditions. In the present instance, if the statutory 
provisions referred to were for application, the decisions of the Administrator 
on all matters covered by the bill, including claims under contracts and agree- 
ments with educational institutions, would apparently be final and conclusive 
on all departments and agencies of the Government and the remedy of filing 
claims with the Court of Claims, the district courts and the General Accounting 
Office would be precluded. Also, it could have the effect of circumventing the 
normal functions and operations of the General Accounting Office with respect 
to payments made under such contracts and agreements, and might eliminate 
any possibility this Office otherwise might have through the operations of 
established audit and investigative processes to recoup moneys erroneously ex- 
pended. In other words, it could, reduce the functions of this Office to that 
of reporting the existence of any abuses to the Congress. 

I would not be so concerned if this was purely a veterans’ benefit bill, providing 
for pensions or some form of direct gratuity to veterans. However, since the 
bill would authorize the negotiation and contracting with various institutions 
throughout the country for the furnishing of services and supplies, I am unable 
to see any necessity or cogent reason for vesting such broad and almost plenary 
authority in the administrative office with respect to such matters. In fact, 
in the absence of an express prevision therefor as was included in Public Law 
346, Seventy-eighth Congress, and inasmuch as it does not appear that the 
seneral legislation referred to was intended to apply to decisions other than 
those rendered to veterans concerning benefits and payments to them, it seems 
clear that the bill should be clarified. I strongly urge that there be included a 
provision, possibly in section 9, so as to restrict the application of the so-called 
“finality” statutes to decisions of the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs rendered 
with respect to entitlement, award and payment of benefits to veterans and 
their beneficiaries under this act, and to provide that the determinations and 
decisions of the Administrator with respect to payments and claims for services 
and supplies procured under authority of this act shall constitute the final 
administrative determination of the Veterans’ Administration but shall not 
preclude such remedies as are available under existing statutory provisions 
providing for the adjustment and settlement of claims by or against the United 
States 

It must be realized that the program here contemplated will entail extensive 
administrative processes with their attendant expenses and will not prevent 
many of the abuses found in the existing program. It is suggested that serious 
consideration might be given by the committee to a program which would grant 
educational assistance to veterans by payment directly to the veteran of an 
amount designed to cover the cost or a portion of the cost of his education. based 
upon rates related to the type of education or training selected by the veteran. 
It is believed that if such payments were to be made to veterans on an arrears 
basis with a requirement that endorsement or appropriate certification he made 
by the educational institution of actual attendance prior to payment, adequate 
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protection would be afforded the Government while at the same time adminis- 
trative detail and expense would be reduced to a considerable extent. 

Members of the staff of this Office will be available at the hearings to be held 
by your committee and will be available at any time to furnish such assistance 
as the committee or its staff should desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK L. YATES, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 

Senator Huu. Mr. Cecil H. Munson, director, national field service, 

American Legion. 


STATEMENT OF CECIL H. MUNSON, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL FIELD 
SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY MILES KENNEDY, DIRECTOR OF THE 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Kennepy. I am Miles Kennedy, director of the legislative 
commission of the American Legion. We would like to present one 
witness before you this morning in connection with S. 1940. Mr. 
Munson has a prepared statement. However, he is not going to pre- 
sent the entire statement in the interests of saving the committee’s 
time. 

Senator Hii. We would be happy to have Mr. Munson’s full state- 
ment appear as though read in the record. 

Mr. Kennepy. I was about to request that you do that, Mr. Chair- 
man. ‘ 

Senator Hiz. We will do that, and we would be happy to have 
Mr. Munson summarize. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Munson is chief of our national field service 
and for many years was chief of our vocational and educational pro- 
gram and has had wide experience with this type of education, espe- 
cially the educational features of the so-called GI bill. 

At this time I would like to present Mr. Munson. 

Senator Hiri. We would be glad to have you make your presenta- 
tion at this time, Mr. Munson, and your full statement will go in the 
record. 

Mr. Munson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
American Legion appreciates this opportunity to present its views 
on the question of providing educational and training benefits to 
veterans who served in the active military, naval, or air service on or 
after June 27, 1950. 

We are proud of our part in the sponsorship of the GI bill and its 
enactment by the Seventy-eighth Congress, approved June 22, 1944. 

On July 23, 1950, within a month after the beginning of hostilities, 
the American Legion took its first step to secure similar benefits for 
veterans of the so-called police action. As a result of a special meet- 
ing in Indianapolis on that date, it was decided to propose to the 
E ighty- first Congress that the same benefits be sania to veterans 
and their dependents with service on or after June 27, 1950, that had 
been provided for veterans of World War II. 

We asked then for the granting of education and training, loans 
for the purchase of or construction of homes, farms, and business 
property; and readjustment allowances for the unemployed as well 
as vocational rehabilitation of the service-connected disabled. 

Bills were accordingly introduced, but no final action was taken. 
The 1950 national convention of the American Legion reaffirmed its 








SO EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO VETERANS 


stand, and S. 714 and H. R. 1217 were introduced early in the Eighty- 
second Congress. In these bills we asked that the same benefits pro- 
vided for World War IL veterans be provided for the new veterans. 

We are sincerely convinced that the Servicemen’s: Readjustment 
Act of 1944 laid a sound foundation for education and traming of 
veterans, Amendments te the original act were based upon expe- 
rience. Other amendments would be. necessary to bring about desir- 
able refinements which would be beneficial. It is believed that it is 
in the best interests of the veterans of the present emergency to provide 
education and training within the framework of the basic act. 

There are restrictions placed in S.'1940 which the American Legion 
believes would deter’ veterans from. seeking education: or training. 
Our present natidpal commander,’ Erle Cocke, .Jr., is keenly aware 
of the conditions under which members of our Armed Forces are now 
Serving in foreign countries. He visited the combat areas and talked 
to these men and women. He knows that they expect the same bene- 
fits accorded World War II veterans. 

When appearing before the House Veterans’ Committee on April 
25, 1951, he emphasized his firm belief that there should be no con- 
sideration given to a reduction of benefits for these new veterans. 
There should be no economy practiced at the expense of war veterans. 

Senator Ives. I take it from what you: have already said, Mr. 
Munson, that the American Legion had no part in the drafting of 
S. 19404 

Mr. Munson. That ts correct, s 

poet Ives. Thank you. 

: Munson. The American Legion is proud that it, the largest 
assoc ~ietion of war veterans in the history of this country, conceived, 
sponsored, and supported enactment of the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of O48. That enactment of the Seventy-eighth Congress, 
approved June 22, 1944, provided benefits at moder ‘ate cost. for vet- 
erans of World W ar If that aided immessurably in their readjust- 
ment into civil life: The beneficial effects of this legislation on the 
country as a whole in the present and future generations will be 
incalculable. 

Within a month after hostilities began in Korea, our then national 
commander, George N. Craig, assembled representatives of all of the 
continental departments of the Legion at Indianapolis in an extraor- 
dinary session on July 23, 1950, to confer on matters vital to the 
country’s national defense. ‘The result of passage of the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944, after thoughtful and earnest study 
by the farsighted members of the Seventy -eighth Congress, was‘ al- 
ready so apparent that the conferees un: tnimously agre ed that there 
was a need for providing similar benefits for members of the Armed 
Forces in active service from the time of the eruption of this new 
confijet such as had been provided veterans of World War II. 

It was therefore decided that the organization would propose to the 
Eighty-first Congress that the same benefits be ¢xtended to veterans 
with service on or after June 27, 1950) and to their dependents that 
had been provided by Congress for veterans of World War IL and 
their dependents and as to re adjustment benefits, that these veterans 
be granted education and training: loans for the purchase: or con- 


struction of homes, farms, and business property, and readjustment 
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allowances for the unemployed, as well as vocational rehabilitation 
of the service-connected disabled. Bills were accordingly mtroduced 
in that Congress but no-final action was taken. 

In national convention assembled iat Los Angeles, Calif., October 
9 to! 12,.1950 the American, Legion, reaffirmed its stand that these 
benefits be provided. S$. 714 was intreduced January 29, 1951; and 
H. R.1217 was introduced January 9, 1951. Section 3 of each of these 
bills reads as follows: 

Title VI of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, is amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof the following new section : 

“Sere. 1508. For the purposes of this Act, active, military, naval, or air service 
on°or after June 27, 1950, and. prior to, such date as shall thereafter be deter- 
mined by Presidential proclamation Or concurrent resolution of the Congress, 
shall afford basic right to all benefits provided by titles II, IIT, and V of this 
Act, subject) to the: provisions, conditions, and: limitations thereof, except) as 
follows: 

“(1)) With respect, to such benefits based upon service as prescribed herein, 
the basically prescribed time limitations, which are measured With reference 
to the termination of World’ War Ti, shall instead be measured with reference 
to the aforesaid termination of the period beginning June 27, 1950; 

“(2) |Additional benefits, may be afforded) under. tithe V without charging 
against the maximum entitlement benefits which have been received prior to 
the enactment of this section, subject to the limitation that the aggregate 
entitlement authorized by this section alone or in’ combinaion with any entitle- 
ment acqhired prior to the enactment of this section, and remaining’ available, 
shall not exceed the maximum specified in title V; 

“(3) Any person eligible for benefits under this section who, at the time of 
such service, was not a citizen of the United States shall be afforded such bene- 
fits only while-a resident of a State, Territory, or possession of the United 
States or of the District of Columbia.” 

This, gentlemen, is the legislation which the American Legion 
deems to be of paramount importance to assure full readjustment 
advantages to the men and women serving their country in the pre- 
sent emergency. 

These hearings being for the purpose, however, of securing the 
viewpoint of those interested in education and training for veterans 
for the information of this committee in its deliberations concerned 
with the bill S. 1940, Eighty-second Congress, I shall at this time 
present. the Legion’s views on this particular question only. 

litle I1 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 laid a sound 
foundation for education and training of veterans. Experience 
showed the need for some amendwents which Congress in its wisdom 
suw fit to enact. ‘There might still be some desirable refinements 
which would be beneficial. It must be said) however, that the great 
good which has resulted has so impressed the American Legion that 
this organization sincerely hopes that, after hearing all the testi- 
mony, after carefully considering all of the proposals in S. 1940, this 
committee will find it is in the best interest of the veterans of the 
present emergency and of all of the people of the United States, 
who are deeply concerned with the welfare of these men and women, 
to provide education and training benefits within the framework of 
the basic act. Existing provisions of this act have been tried for 7 
years; they have not been found wanting. 

The distinguished sponsors of S. 1940, Senators George and Kerr, 
by the introduction of this measure on August 1, 1951, have clearly 
shown their desive that the Congress provide education and training 

. u a“ r e é ae 
benefits for veterans of the present emergency. There are restrictions 
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‘laced by this bill on the grant of the benefits which the American 
Deeions believes would deter veterans from seeking education or train- 
ing, would prevent their actual accomplishment of the purpose for 
which they would desire to avail themselves of the benefit. 

One thing must be borne in mind: If education or training is to be 
provided, it should be under such conditions as will enable the 
veteran to utilize it most advantageously. It must fit him for his 
goal. It must so qualify him that he is in best position to fulfill 
his obligation as an American citizen and that it will assure his mak- 
ing the best possible social and economic adjustment. It is our earnest 
hope that there will be no limitation in the interest of economy 
placed upon the education and training program authorized for 
these veterans. 

His own arduous military service in World War II caused our 
present national commander, Erle Cocke, Jr., to be keenly aware of 
the conditions under which members of the United States Armed 
Forces are serving in foreign lands. To obtain first-hand knowledge, 
he made a quick world tour in the spring, visiting the Far East, the 
Middle East, and Europe. He visited the combat areas of Korea; 
talked with American troops stationed throughout the world. He 
knows personally that these men and women expect that their coun- 
try will want them to have the same opportunities to readjust in civil 
life that were accorded the veterans of World War IT. 

Commander Cocke was privileged, following this tour, to appear 
before the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on April 25, 1951, 
when the committee was assembled in a special session called by the 
chairman, Representative John E. Rankin. Discussing legislative 
proposals the American Legion had made to this Congress, he em- 
phasized his firm belief that there should be no consideration given 
to reduction of benefits granted veterans of the present emergency 
as economy measures just because the world situation has caused 
such an extensive mobilization that the cost of extending to these 
veterans benefits granted veterans of the Second World War will per- 
force be substantial. 

The costs of wars are great; benefits to veterans are a very insig- 
nificant part of these costs. There is no questioning of the costs 
of national defense; there should not be. Likewise there should be 
no economy practiced at the expense of war veterans. 

The deadline for most World War II veterans desiring to enter 
education and training programs under the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944 was July 25,1951. Early estimates of the number 
of these veterans with active service in the Armed Forces between 
September 16, 1940, and July 25, 1947, who might be expected to take 
education or training after their return to civilian life were extremely 
low when compared to actual developments. Practically all persons 
who served during World War II were eligible. By June 30, 1951, 
a total of 7,532,732 veterans had entered training. 

This certainly exceeded the estimate; this showed the need for such 
a program beyond shadow of a doubt: this revealed a keen desire 
of veterans to gain technical knowledge or additional skills to enable 
them to compete more successfully for employment. It is a remark- 
able figure. Approximately 15,200,000 World War II veterans were 
living on June 30, 1951; more than one-half of them had been afforded 
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educational and training opportunities. And an infinitesimal number 
failed to profit. 

Any veteran who was in active service 3 months and was discharged 
under conditions other than dishonorable earned an entitlement to 
1 year of training plus the time he was in active service, up to a maxi- 
mum of 48 months. This is true regardless of age, need, or whether 
education or training was interrupted by entrance into service. 
Tuition is paid for. “Books, supplies, and equipment are paid for. 
Subsistence allowance is paid. This is why so large a number of 
veterans were in position to engage in the program. They could 
enter the program with a reasonable expectancy of completing a 
course fitting them for their employment objective if they pursued 
it satisfactorily and made progress in accordance with prescribed 
standards of the school or establishment in which enrolled. 

It must be said that enrollment of veterans in the program is attrib- 
utable to a considerable extent to the sincere desire on the part of 
educators and public officials in the country to use the education and 
training as a means of raising the educational level and vocational 
skills of the veterans. They have realized that the congressional 
enactment which made this possible made better and more useful 
citizens of those veterans who were granted the benefit. 

The need for education or training for veterans of this present emer- 
gency is important in the lives of the men being called; they deserve 
no less than that which World War IT veterans received. For this 
reason the American Legion is impelled to point out to this committee 
penalties that it believes would be aiedend on this present group of 
veterans if S. 1940 should be enacted in its present form. 

In each of the following provisions of this bill, we take issue because 
they affect the veteran directly. Veterans of World War II have 
profited imme: isurably from the training afforded them; they have 
shown good faith in their use of their entitlement under title II of 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. Who dares say that 
veterans of the present emergency will do less? We ask, gentlemen, 
that you note particularly that each of the proposals I now cite in 
S. 1940 is a curtailment of education and training benefits. 

S. 1940 would provide that— 

1, Entitlement to education or training be established on the basis 
of 1 month of full-time training for each month of active service. 

2. Education or training in excess of 12 months be limited to vet- 
erans whose education or training was interrupted by entrance into 
active service. (A veteran would be deemed to have had education or 
training interrupted if he had not passed his twenty-third birthday on 
June 27, 1950, or the date he entered service if later.) 

3. Education or training be limited to 12 months where there was 
no interruption by reason of entry into active service. 

4. Course of education or training be initiated not later than 2 
years after separation from service or afforded beyond 7 years after 
the end of the basic service period. 

Limit the Government's payment of tuition and fees to one-half 
of the cost up to a maximum of $300. 

An automatic adjustment in the subsistence allowance in ac- 
cordance with a preestablished formula be made for trainees taking 
institutional on-farm, apprentice, or other on-the-job training. 
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7. Payment be made of Jess than ithe proportional amoint. of full, 
time subsistence allowance, supplies, and equipment when the, veteran 
is pursuing a part-time institutional course. 

8. Allowance for subsistence, supplies, and equipment. to. veterans 
attending’ courses on less than one-half time basis be eliminated, 

We know there are other provisions whicli will be discussed by 
witnesses present for this: hearing. . i 

The American Legion has never become involved in the-execution 
of contracts: between the Veterans’ Administration. and institutions 
offering training to: veterans. | We know that both; the Veterans’: Ad- 
ministration and the institutions have had many problems and dis; 
agreements. It has beem our policy ‘to vinsist.on good training and 
the proper supervision of both schools and veterans to the end that 
abuses, frauds, irregularities! of any nature be eliminated: —We>hold 
no brief for the dishonest veteray and certainly condemn wit howt ques- 
tion dishonest professional educators who beeuine sa party to fraudu- 
lent practices for the sake of more favorable vontracts. 

The implication of the above-listed contested provisions «is: that, 
through a curtailment of veterans’ training benefits, malpractices on 
the part of schools and State agencies can be controlled,’ We do not 
believe this is true. 

The American Legion challenges any person or group of persons 
to prove that the veterans’ training program for Werld War IL vet: 
erans has been a failure or that any irregularities or wbuses are’ the 
fault of the veteran. Every abuse which can be traced ditectly to the 
veteran has been made possible because some Veterans” Administration 
manager or supervisor—a school teacher, supervisor, or superintend: 
ent; a college professor, dean, or president--or some State agency’ has 
been negligent in permitting conditions to develop which’ brought the 
veteran into: disrepute. | True, the veteran was a party: to some of 
these irregularities; but at no time did he bring them about. The 
veteran enrolled in the school after it had been approved by both the 
State and the Veterans’ Administration and after a contract had been 
executed by the Veterans’ Administration. 

It seems to us unreasonable to attempt the control of abuses through 
a plan of curtailment of benefits. These restrictions do. not get atthe 
heart of abuses. A good “pure-food law” in: education which would 
eliminate the “quacks” in education is the real need, and a curtailnient 
of educational benefits to veterans is’ not going to! accomplish this. 

Rackets and fly-by-night schools did not origmate during the’ period 
of veterans’ training. We have always had them with us, and any 
small-town superintendent can tell you'a story of fraud and misrepre+ 
sentation that will make some of these veterans’ trainmg rackets seeti 
small. | Fortunately, too many got into the game at the sume time and 
became exposed. The present challenge for control is really: up to 
professional educators and not up to veterans or the! Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. 

Senator Ives. May I ask a question there¢ Just what do ‘you mean 
by “professional educators!” » You mean the people running the edu- 
cational establishments in the several States? 

Mr. Munson. That is right, sir. 1 personally feel, Senator. Lves, 
that we have come to the time when professional educators should: be 
willing to propose some kind of State code that will take care of the 
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establishment of any type of training within a State so as to be sure 
that there are facilities and proper facilities and proper instructors 
and 'so on to administer a:sound program. 

Senator Ives., You would leave that authority then, that determina- 
tion, at the State level: and not have it within the Federal control or 
set-up / 

Mr. Munson, The American Legion has gone on record for many 
years, Senator Ives, as favoring State control of education. 

Senator Ives. I am acquainted somewhat with the American Legion, 
but I ani trying to get it clear in this particular instance. 

Mr. Munson, Yes, sir. 

The good faith of veterans, training under the Servicemen’s Re- 
wdjustment: Act of 1944, is measurable.) Let us examine a few 
statistics, 

On June 30, 1951, the last’ Veterans’ Administration report prior 
to the cut-off date, July 25, 1951, a total of 11,234,984 veterans had 
upphed for training. | Of this totaly 1,169,545 had applied for train- 
ing under Public Law 16, Seventy-eighth Congress, the act of March 
24, 1943, which provided’ for the vocational rehabilitation of the 
handicapped service-connected disabled. There were 10,065,439 ap- 
plications for education and traiming under Public Law 346, Seventy- 
eighth Congress, approved June 22, 1944 (the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944). . Out of the 11,234,984 who had applied, 8,111,434 
had had some training, 578,702 under Public Law. 16, and 7,532,732 
under Public Law 346.. Approximately 74 percent of the total num- 
ber of living World War II veterans applied for training; but only 53 
percent have actually had some training. Eighty percent of those - 
who applied have had some training. 

As of June 30, 1951, only 878,502 had either exhausted their entitle- 
ment-or-had been declared rehabilitated ; 606.219 had exhausted their 
entitlement under Public Law 346, which is about 8 percent of those 
who have entered training under that act. About 272.283 had been 
declared rehabilitated under Public Law 16, which is about 47 percent 
of those who have entered training under that law. 

Based on the above figures, then, on July: 1, 1951, 25 days prior 
to the cut-off date for initiating training, there were 7,502,185 vet- 
erans who, having had some training, had remaining entitlement ; 
$,123,550 who had applied but never used any of their entitlement, and 
3,965,000 who had never applied for training, or an approximate total 
of 14,000,000 out of Some 15,200,000 World War IT veterans who had 
remaining entitlement... Mr.Chairman and gentleman, these figures 
certainly substantiate the statement that World War II veterans as a 
group have not abused their training privileges. 

I will comment on each of the eight proposals in S. 1940 to which the 
American Legion voices objection. 

No. 1 is the proposed restrictive entitlement computation. Give 
these veterans, these men and women, the break given those who served 
in World War Ii—the chance they need to fit'themselves properly for 
employment.’ They will seek the benefit because this is what they 
want to do; 

The maximum entitlement would be 48 months under this bill as it 
was for World War [I veterans under the Servieemen’s Readjustment 
Act. We do not ask that this be changed nor do we ‘ask a duplication 
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of used benefits for those veterans who served in World War IT and 
serve also in the present emergency. We do ask a continuance of the 
method of computation which proved so reasonable and beneficial. 

A World War 11 veteran with 24 months’ service earned 36 months’ 
entitlement, 1 year of full-time training for the first 90 days plus 1 
month for each month of active service. This bill would allow only 
1 month of training for 1 month’s active service; so, a veteran with 
24 months’ service would have 24 months’ entitlement. A veteran 
of 9 months’ active service would have training for 9 months under this 
bill, where the World War II veteran with like service had 21 months. 

There would be few training programs of 1 year or less duration 
that would be of real value. It would open a new field for organizing 
schools which profess to have a short-cut to complete training. There 
would be no real apprenticeship training of 1 year or less, and other 
on-the-job training would produce very little in the way of occupa- 
tional training. 

No. 2 limits the use of more than 12 months of entitlement to persons 
whose education or training was interrupted by reason of entrance 
into service. The original Servicemeii’s Readjustment Act did this. 
Then it was deemed that education or training was interrupted if the 
veteran was not over 25 years of age at the time he entered service. 
This bill deems a veteran’s education or training interrupted if he had 
not passed his twenty-third birthday on June 27, 1950, or the date he 
entered service if later. 

Even as to this presumption of interruption, there is a 3-year differ- 
ential indicating restrictions imposed by the bill. However, let me 
say that we do not go along at all with the proposal. The American 
Legion has the opinion that there should be no such restrictions as are 
proposed, but that the benefit should be allowed regardless of whether 
education or training was interrupted by entrance into service, and re- 
gardless of age or demonstrated need. 

Mr. Chairman, I also wish to add this: That we commonly refer to 
this as the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. Now, that does 
apply to the rest of the acts, but as to title II it is not any longer a 
readjustment; it isa scholarship pure and simple. There is no question 
of need. 

The man earns so much entitlement, and he is entitled to so much 
training and education. I think it is a misnomer to call title IT of that 
bill a Readjustment Act. 

Senator Ives. While you are on this subject, Mr. Munson, I do not 
want to take too much time because we have Mr. Ketchum to hear from, 
but I do want to say this: That it seems to me while we are rewriting 
this bill or act—and that is what we are virtually purporting to do 
because of changed conditions which pertain—we have to take into 
consideration what the future holds for us as well as what we are 
faced with immediately. 

You heard my comment awhile ago in which I said that perhaps we 
will be at war in one part of the world or another during the rest of 
our lives. Consequently, it seems to me that this is the time when we 
should sit down and really work out a piece of legislation that will 
stand up, come what may. 

I am sure the American Legion, being acquainted with it and 
familiar with it as I have been in the past, is willing to sit down and 
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work out a program with the Congress. I think this has to be done 
with these two organizations. Everybody who has an interest here 
has to enter into the thing. Otherwise, there will be dissatisfaction, 
and it will not work out properly in the end. 

Does that meet more or less with your general idea on the subject? 

Mr. Munson. We appreciate that, Senator, and we will cooperate 
to the very best of our ability in helping to reach that type of bill. 

Senator Ives. Thank you. 

Mr. Munson. The experience from enactment June 22, 1944, of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act soon revealed that limiting education 
or training to veterans whose education or training was interrupted 
by entrance into active service was neither feasible nor equitable; it 
was discriminatory. The Seventy-Ninth Congress remedied this 
fault in the basic act December 28, 1945, in Public Law 268, just 18 
months after the original law was passed. The act of December 28, 
1945, authorized training or education regardless of age, need, or in- 
terruption by service. Shall the same mistake be made again? 

As to No. 3, where education or training would be limited to 12 
months where there wis no actual or presumptive interruption by 
service, I believe we have clearly shown we are in opposition to the 
proposal. [ think I should say, however, that it would be reasonable, 
we believe, to permit, as allowed by the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944, as amended, eligible veterans to obtain short, intensive 
postgraduate, or training courses of less than 30 weeks at their op- 
tion instead of the course to which they would otherwise be entitled. 

This has proved a boon to many World War II veterans who needed 
“refresher” courses to fit them for early reemployment in their chosen 
fields. 

Senator Arken. That would be particularly important to teachers? 

Mr. Munson. That is right. It is already very important to many 
doctors who returned from service and took short refresher courses in 
order to bring them up to date in their own professions, and I might 
add lawyers, too. Most professional people could benefit by that. 

No. 4 sets up restrictive limitations on the period following separa- 
tion from service in which training may be initiated, namely, 2 years, 
and when it must be completed, which is within 7 years after the end 
of the basic service period. Similar restrictions were in the basic law 
providing education or training for World War II veterans. Con- 
gress saw fit later to amend the basic act in this regard based upon 
experience. 

Eventually, by amendatory legislation a World ‘War II veteran 
could initiate a course of education or training not later than 4 years 
after discharge or July 25, 1951, whichever should be later, and the 
Congress provided for termination of the program 9 years after the 
end of the war, so that the World War II veteran has until July 25, 
1956, to complete his course. 

The American Legion believes that experience is valuable and 
that we should profit by what we have learned in the past. We ad- 
vocate, therefore, that it be provided that a course of education or 
training for a veteran of the present emergency be initiated not later 
than 4 years after discharge or termination of the emergency, which- 
ever is later, and that the benefit be terminated 9 years after the 
emergency is declared ended. 
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No. 5 would limit the Government’s payment of tuition and. fees 
to one-half of the cost up to a maximum of $300. . This would make it 
appear that there are those who believe that veterans have made 
excessive use of the existing program and) that such a provision will 
curtail the use of similar benefits by veterans now serving. 

It is possible that the $500 maximum allowed 1 the existing pro- 
gram was high and encouraged higher tuition rates... However, it. may 
well be that tuition rates would have increased because of higher 
operating costs. We do not believe that making the veteran pay one- 
half of histuition up to the $300 maximum is a solution: It will make 
it impossible for many veterans to take training. 

Many institutions will find it possible to raise rates im order to take 
advantage of the Government’s $300 maximum. Some schools have 
a monopoly on some phases of technical training and enrollment is not 
2 real problem. Such a school could raise its tuition to $600, thus get- 
ting the Government maximum of $300 and foreing the veteran to 
match it: This is legislation favoring the privileged and eliminating 
the underprivileged with equal or greater ability. It is of importance 
to our democracy that those of ability, regardless of their economic 
status, receive a maximum of training. 

The veteran who cannot pay for all of his training usually cannot 
pay for any of it. A compromise might be to pay all of the tuition 
and fees up to a maximum of $400. ‘This would give every! veteran 
an opportunity to seek education or trammg within: this limit. It 
would set up a little competition among schools who might attempt to 
attract veteran students with lower tuition rates. At the same time 
it does permit the veteran to pay a Ingher rate if he wants to and can 
afford it. 

No. 6 provides an automatic adjustment in the stbsistenée allowance 
as farm and on-the-job training courses progress. If a veteran is 
enrolled for 24 months of training his subsistence would be cut one- 
sixth every 4 months. We believe this will be difficult to administer 
without disrupting present procedures now In operation under present 
apprenticeship councils. It certainly would be hard to administer in 
farm training courses because farm incomes will vary with the type of 
farming and the area in which the farm is located. You have an 
element of Federal control creeping in which has a tendency to demand 
uniformity in all areas. This we believe to be impossible. 

The applhieation of this provision will have a tendeney to drive men 
out of on-the-job and apprentice training into private trade schools. 
We believe that asa result of this and the shortening of the entitlement 
period we will witness a growth in the number of schools offering 
short-cut training in highly technical trades. 

No. T concerns the payment of less than the proportional amount 
of full-time subsistence allowance, supplies, and equipment when the 
veteran is pursuing a@ part-time institutional course. The full-time 
rates in this bill would be $80, $110, or $125, depending upon the num- 
her of dependents. Under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, a part- 
time student would receive one-fourth, one-half, or three-fourths of 
these amounts. 

Under this bill, the part-time trainee must accept the rates of $70, 
or $95, rates for farm and on-the-job trainees, arid lie would receive 
one-half or three-fourths of these amounts. No’ subsistence is pro- 
vided for trainees taking less than one-half time courses. It is evident 
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that this is mtended to discourage part-time traming which again 
creates a hardship for veterans w ith one or more dependents who find 
it difficult to take full-time training because of their own economic 
cireumstances, 

No. 8 relates to the elimination of allowances for subsistence, sup- 
plies, and equipment to veterans attending courses on less than a one- 
half time basis. Veterans with large families trying to get some 
training while holding meager jobs depend on the small amount of 
subsistence allowed for one-fourth time training. For many it will 
mean no traming or an attempt to crowd in one-half time training at 
the end of a full working day. We cannot believe Congress will go 
along with this. To eliminate this veteran is to eliminate the fellow 
who is really in need of training. The American Legion is vitally 
concerned about this group. 

The National Education Association recently published some data 
which points out that of all adults 25 years of age or over, 3 million 
have never gone to school at all, 13 percent have not completed the 
fourth grade: 56 percent have only an eighth grade education or less ; 
and 75 percent have not completed high school. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the American Legion has been con- 
cerned about that 75 percent since its origin. We all need to be con- 
cerned. Too many of us put too much emphasis upon saving ce- 
mocracy through the education of our youths when it is adults that 
need revitalizing. Veterans are adults who have learned the hard 
way Whiat it costs to keep the fox holes of foreign wars out of our 
front vards. They have earned their right to the free education we 
talk so much dbout. “Our appeal is that you give them every oppor- 
tunity to rise above that 75 percent with less than a high-school 
education, 

The American Legion does not regard these training benefits as a 
bonus. We want good tr: uning and will support every effort of the 
Government to get a dollar’s worth of training for every dollar spent. 
However, we urge that restrictions be used where the *y are most needed. 
Give veterans of this emergency the same benefits and the same op- 
portunities for training as were granted veterans of World War II. 

Thank you. 

Senator Hini. Mr. Munson, may I ask what is your background 
before you became associated with the American Legion ? 

Mr. Menson. Twenty-two years as a superintendent of schools 

spec ializing in rural consolidation in Towa, sir. 

Senator Hitt. The tall corn State? 

Mr. Munson. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hiri. I knew from the way you spoke that you not only 
had ability but that you had the background, too. 

Senator Aiken, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Arken, I think it is an excellent presentation. 

Senator Hiei. Senator Pastore / 

Senator Pastore. I was very much impressed. 

Senator Hitn. Senator Ives / 

Senator Ives. T have nothing further, but T wish to commend the 
presentation. 

Senator Hm. I would like to commend you for an excellent pre- 
sentation, Mr.’ Munson. 

Mr. Munson. Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Senator Hm. Next we will hear from Mr. Adin M. Downer, assist- 
ant legislative representative of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 


STATEMENT OF ADIN M. DOWNER, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Downer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hitt. We will be glad to put your full statement in the 
record if you see fit to summarize. ‘ 

Senator Ives. May I ask, is this the Ketchum statement that you 
are about to read ? 

Mr. Downer. Yes, sir. Mr. Ketchum prepared the statement, but. 
was unable to be here. 

Senator Ives. Thank you. 


Mr. Downer. I am grateful for the opportunity and privilege to. 


appear before your committee as the legislative spokesman for the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States—an organization 
composed of men who have served in the Armed Forces of the United 
States, on foreign soil or in hostile waters during wartime—to present 
our viewpoint with respect to S. 1940, a bill to provide certain educa- 
tional and training benefits to veterans who served in the active mili- 
tary, naval, or air service on or after June 27, 1950, 

In August 1943 in New York City the national encampment of 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars unanimously adopted a resolution which 
called upon the Congress of the United States to enact legislation which 
would provide educational aid and training to those veterans of World 
War II whose education had been interrupted or deferred by reason 
of entrance into the Armed Forces. I believe that resolution was one 
of the first, if not the first, advocating educational aid and training at 
the expense of the Federal Government for men and women whose 
educational opportunities had been interrupted or deferred by reason 
of military service. 

Your committee is familiar with the history of the legislation which 
eventually implemented the VFW resolution of 1943. You know 
that several bills, varying in degree and scope, to accomplish educa- 
tional aid and training for veterans of World War II were introduced 
in the Congress and after months of careful consideration and open 
hearings in both branches of the Congress there emerged a bill identi- 
fied as the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, which was ap- 
proved by President. Roosevelt and became Public Law 346. 

Among several benefits provided in Public Law 346 was a section 
which granted educational aid and training for certain veterans of 
World War II whose education, up to a certain age, was assumed to 
have been interrupted or deferred by reason of their military service. 

The original educational aid r.d training benefits granted under 
Public Law 346 were limited under the assumption that while the Gov- 
ernment has no obligation to those service men and women whose edu- 
cational program might have been interrupted or deferred, it did not 
appear reasonable that the same obligation existed with respect to 
those servicemen who had reached or passed an age beyond which it 
could not be reasonably assumed that military service had interfered 
with education. 

In the months and years following the enactment of the original 
Public Law 346 there arose a demand inside and outside of veteran 
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circles for a liberalization of the educational aid and training section 
of the act to provide wider opportunities for veterans regardless of 
age at the time of entry into the service, and as a result of these de- 
mands and pressure Public Law 346, was amended and liberalized 
until it provided educational aid and training for all World War II 
veterans who could meet the minimum service requirements with a 
discharge other than dishonorable, including those who already held 
one or more degrees from colleges or universities. 

We are all familiar with the history of the administration of Public 
Law 346, as amended, and we know that millions of veterans, young 
and not so young, have taken advantage of the educational aid and 
training provisions with varying results. There is some evidence 
gathered by the Veterans’ Administration, the C ongress, and veterans’ 
organizations, notably through the Teague committee of the House 
of Representatives, to the effect that there was considerable abuse 
and chiseling in connection with this program, largely in training 
schools, but in some instances in colleges and universities. It is gen- 
erally agreed, however, that notwithstanding some waste and abuse 
the net result of the educational aid and training program was and 
will continue to be of great value not only to the “individual veterans 
but to the economy of the Nation as a whole. 

Senator Ives. Before you go further, Mr. Downer, I would like 
to ask a question, if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hitz. Surely. 

Senator Ives. The Veterans of Foreign Wars, I take it, were not 
consulted in the drafting of S. 1940? 

Mr. Downer. That is right. 

Senator Ives. I just w: anted to make it clear that S. 1940 was formu- 
lated, drafted, without the consultation of either the American Legion 
or the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Mr. Downer. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Ives. Thank you. 

Mr. Downer. The Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States, 
in the last two national encampments, went on record strongly favor- 
ing and urging the same benefits for veterans of the Korean campaign 
and the present national emergency as was extended to veterans of 
World War II. The Congress has already granted certain of those 
benefits ; namely, voc ational tr aining for the phy sically handicapped, 
medical, hospital and domiciliary care, burial benefits, as well as 
compensation and pension. 

In the last national encampment of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
held in New York City, August 26-31, 1951, the delegates, without 
controversy or dissension, adopted resolution No. 75, which reads as 
follows: 

RESOLUTION No. 75 


EQUAL BENEFITS FOR KOREAN VETERANS 

Whereas, by enactment of Public Law 28 of the Eighty-second Congress, the 
Government of the United States saw fit to extend all benefits to veterans of 
the Korean conflict, who saw service after June 27, 1950, that are presently 
enjoyed by World War II veterans, pertaining to medical, hospital, and domi- 
ciliary care, burial benefits, as well as compensation and pension for such 
veterans and their dependents; and 

Whereas Public Law 28 of the Eighty-second Congress does not extend any 
of the benefits of Public Law 346, popularly known as the GI bill, to any of 
the Korean veterans; and 
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Whereas such veterans are undergoing all of the hardships and. rigors, of 
extreme combat conditions ; and 

Whereas the Veterans of Foreign Wars has always made it a policy to attempt 
to see that all veterans are given equal rights and benefits: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Fifty-second Annual Encampment of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of ‘the United States, That our national legislative service seek legislation 
extending all benefits of Public Law 346 to the, veterans who were in active 
service on or after June 27, 1950, and who were honorably discharged therefrom ; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the Veterans’ Administration shall be responsible for the admin- 
istration of this law and directly responsible for the approval of all training 
facilities. 

Appreved by the Fifty-second National Encampment, Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States, held in New York City, August 26~—31, 1951. 

The bill, S. 1940, presently pending before this committee, if enacted 
into law, would add another benefit for Korean, veterans which was 
granted to veterans of World War Il. S, 1940, however, is Tess 
liberal in some of its provisions than was the education and training 
provisions under Public Law 346,, In effect, it more closely follows 
the original Public Law 346 before said law had been liberalized 
through amendments. 

The period of educational aid or training granted under S. 1940 
would be limited to the identical period of time served on or after 
June 27, 1950, and prior to whatever shall become the limiting date of 
the act, while Public Law 346 granted a period of 1 year for “the first 
90 days of service plus an additional period equaling the total amount 
of active service within the prescribed date limitations. 

In addition, under S. 1940 the serviceman must not have passed 
his twenty-third birthday at the time of entry on active duty 1f it is 
to be assumed that his education or training had been interrupted. 
The bill further provides that those eligible persons whose education 
or traming was not interrupted by reason of entrance into the military 
service shall not be entitled to more than 12 months’ of education 
and training. 

It is assumed that the restrictions and limitations for edyeation 
and training imposed in S. 1940 are based upon the experience under 
Public Law 346 and the belief that the Government is not obligated 
beyond these limitations. T an personally inclined to agree witli 
this assumption, but I am also certain there will be ah insistent 
demand ‘and pressure not only from veterans but from universities, 
colleges, and tr ae schools to liberalize and increase the period 
of educational aid and training. 

If history is any criterion it is inevitable the Congress will eventiv- 
ally yield ‘to these pressures, largely ‘outside of veteran ciréles, to 
grant’ a minimum of 1 year’s educ ational aid or training plus’a period 
of time equal to the total period of active duty up to a maxim of 
t years. It is also predicted that there will be insistent demands to 
eliminate the age 23 limitation of presumptive interr uption and throw 
the benefit wide open regardless of age. 

It is further noted that par ieraph- 6, subsection (a) beginning on 
page 10 of S. 1940, provides: an allowance. for elaioican supplies, 
and equipment of $80 per month if without a dependent 6r dependents, 
or $110 per month if one dependent, or $125 per month if more’ than 
one dependent. While these subsistence allowances. representa $5 
monthly increase in the three categories over, what.is presently pay- 
able under Public Law 846-it should be pointed ot’ that the present 
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payments under Public Law 346 were established in 1948 and the cost 
of living has sharply increased since that time. 

It should be further noted that under Public Law 346 a special 
allowance, not a part of the subsistence allowances, was made for 
books, supplies, and laboratory fees. While it is understood that the 
subsistence allowance is not presumed or intended to serve as normal 
income but rather as supplemental aid, nevertheless, it is extremely 
doubtful that under existing living costs very many veterans, especially 
those with families, could take advantage of the educational aid and 
training under the subsistence maximums payable. 

It is, therefore, strongly recommended that the subsistence allow- 
ances be increased to not less than $90 per month where there are no 
dependents, $125 per month where there is one dependent, and $150 
per month where there is more than one dependent, especially if the 
allowance is to provide for books and other essential supplies neces- 
sary to successfully undertake a course of education or training. 
These recommended rates should also apply to Public Law 346. 

It is further recommended that beginning on page 12, line 18, the 
rate of allowances, plus income from productive labor, be increased 
to $3,000 for a veteran without a dependent, or $3,500 for a veteran 
with one dependent, or $4,000 for a veteran with two or more 
dependents. 

With the exception of the foregoing suggestions and recommenda- 
tions the Veterans of Foreign Wars is in general agreement with the 
provisions of S. 1940. It is believed that a sincere attempt has been 
made in this bill to eliminate the causes of many of the abuses and 
much of the waste which resulted from the provisions of Public Law 
346, as amended. 

It seems inevitable, however, that notwithstanding the care which is 
initially exercised in the drafting of legislation, experience in ad 
ministration will reveal some flaws or weaknesses which will need 
correcting. Rarely, if ever, is a perfect bill enacted covering such a 
wide range of administration involved in this bill. The important 
thing is to recognize the obligation as early as possible with imple 
menting legislation on the statute books and by a process of trial and 
change eventually accord the most equitable and reasonable benefits 
for all concerned. 

It is hoped your committee will early report this bill, with such 
amendments as are deemed advisable, and that favorable action will 
be taken by the Senate before the expected recess between the first 
and second sessions. If experience in administration reveals inequi- 
ties and difficulties it is certain that the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
will recommend the necessary changes and/or amendments thereto. 

Senator Hit. Any questions, Senator Aiken? 

Senator Arken. No questions. 

Senator Hii. Senator Ives? 

Senator Ives. No questions. 

Senator Huw. Mr. Downer, we certainly want to thank you for 
this helpful statement which you have brought here this morning. 

Mr. Downer. Thank you. 

Senator Hitz. The committee will stand in recess until 10 a. m. 
tomorrow morning, at which time it will meet in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the hearing was recessed to reconvene 
at 10 2 m., Wednesday, September 19, 1951.) 
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CERTAIN EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO 
VETERANS 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1951 


Untrep STATES SENATE, 
ComMITrEE ON Lasor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10a. m., pursuant to recess, in the Old Supreme 
Court Room, The Capitol, Hon. James E. Murray (chairman of the 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Murray and Aiken. 

Present also: Bill Coburn, chief clerk; Ray Rodgers, assistant com- 
mittee clerk; William G. Reidy and Melvin W. Sneed, professional 
staff members. 

The Cuairman. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Joseph A. Clorety, Jr., national director of veterans affairs, 
American Veterans Committee, will be the first witness this morning. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. CLORETY, JR., NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS OF THE AMERICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE 
(AVC) 


Mr. CLorery. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Cvorrry. I would like to present my statement in full for the 
record and simply emphasize a few of the major points on order to con- 
serve your time and that of the other witnesses. 

The Cuarrman. That will be very agreeable. 

Mr. CLrorery. The American Veterans Committee (AVC) sincerely 
appreciates the opportunity to present our views on S. 1940, and to 
congratulate this committee for undertaking hearings on the first 
major legislation to reach this stage in congressional proceedings on 
behalf of veterans of the Korean conflict. 

The American Veterans Committee approach to this legislation can 
best be put in its proper framework, however, by reading a basic 
principle adopted unanimously by the fifth national convention of the 
organization last June. 

By way of introduction and orientation in the AVC philosophy 
which underlies the testimony I am presenting, I wish to include 
two short excerpts from the veterans affairs platform adopted by the 
Fifth National Convention of AVC held in New York City in June 
1951. The first excerpt is taken from the preamble to the platform, 
setting forth basie principles : 

We believe that it is the veteran's basie need and right that he be properly 
restored to the economic and social status which he would normally have achieved 
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as a civilian had he not entered the service, without regard to his race, color, 
creed, or political belief. 

The achievement of economic security for veterans through sound economic 
planning as citizens rather than through special grant or favor as veterans is 
basic AVC philosophy. This convention believes that an additional basic principle 
requires affirmation : 

We accept a brief for the new veteran—the men and women serving in the 
Armed Forces during the Korean action. We have no quarrel with the concept 
of a large-scale police action to protect the people of South Korea from aggres- 
sion and other violations of the U. N. Charter. We assert, nevertheless, that to 
the men and women of the Armed Forces this is war with all its attendant suf- 
fering, hardship, and peril. During their services, they merit the magnificent 
support the American people gave us in World War Il, After the honorable com 
pletion of this service, they merit full recognition as veterans who wore their 
country’s uniform in time of war. 

The second quotation applies specifically to the legislation before 
you: 

We aflirm that use of Federal funds to speed full adjustment of the veteran to 
civilian life not only constitutes simple justice, but represents a worth-while 
investment in increasing the productivity and enhancing the culture of our 
Nation. Therefore we support: 

(a) Extension of the GI bill of rights, or parallel benefits, to the new veteran. 

This language speaks for itself, but in the light of the months of 
almost complete inactivity regarding veterans’ benefits for those who 
have served since June 27, 1950, when the thousands of armed services 
personnel in Korea most urgently needed support from us at home, 
I should like to emphasize that the AVC believes that the new veteran 
deserves the same reassurance accorded World War IT veterans that 
he will be aided in restoration to the economic and social status he 
vould have achieved had he not entered the service of his country. 

AVC’s call for extension of the GI bill of rights, or parallel bene- 
fits, to the new veteran meant exactly what it said. The convention 
recognized that a straight extension of the GI bill of rights might not 
be wise in terms of difficulties in administration experienced with the 
GI bill, and technical problems of wording the legislation. The con- 
vention did believe, and AVC today maintains, that the benefits - 
wecorded the new veteran should be substantially equal to those con- 
trined in the GI bill of rights. 

In this respect I was very happy to know that Senator Murray is 
undertaking to obtain consideration of this bill before the adjourn- 
ment of the present sesslon— 
because of the importance of assuring the veterans of the Korean war the 
same rights, privileges, and benefits the Nation has already conferred upon 
those who served in the Armed Forces of our country in World War II. 

That, in a nutshell, is the AVC position. 

Obviously, the present bill falls far short of this objective. No pro- 
vision is made for unemployment compensation, home, farm, or busi- 
ness loans. We believe that this bill should be amended to provide 
unemployment compensation for a maximum of 52 weeks at the 1 ‘ate of 
+24 a week, as incorporated in legislation recently introduced by Sen- 
ator Blair Moody. We believe the legislation should also be amended 
to include provision for home, farm, or business loans on the same 
basis that these loans are now available to veterans of World War II. 

Rather than submit detailed proposals, the American Veterans 
Committee believes that Senator Moody’s bill constitutes an up-to-date, 
sound legislative embodiment of our position with respect to readjust- 
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ment allowances and that the progressive modifying amendments 
which the Congress has made in the provisions for home, farm, or 
business loans are such that these benefits could now be applied to the 
new veteran with justice to him and in a manner that will promote the 
national welfare. 

If we did not deem it so urgent that the new veteran receive concrete, 
tangible evidence of the American people’s support, we should reconi- 
mend to this committee that it seriously consider a proposal put for- 
ward by our national convention. ‘The convention declared itself in 
favor of early appointment of a Presidential commission, including 
appropriate members to make a comprehensive study of veterans’ 
benefits. 

We recognize that as we move steadily toward an era in which vir- 
tually every able-bodied man and hundreds of thousands of women 
will be veterans, our entire program of veterans’ benefits should be 
reexamined with a view to producing an integrated program which will 
assure proper care to those veterans whose service resulted in dis- 
ability and to the survivors of those whose service resulted in death, and 
readjustment to civilian life of all veterans as they emerge from the 
Armed Forces. 

Under the present circumstances, we believe that such a commission 
should be appointed in the near future, but that action be taken to 
extend GI bill of rights benefits to those individuals serving in the 
Armed Forces until such time as the commission reports or the Korean 
conflict is brought to an end. 

In terms of the bill itself, the educational and training benefits pro- 
vided by this bill, AVC has several questions about the bill which we 
believe the committee should study very carefully in its consideration 
of the bill. 

These are outlined in some detail in my prepared testimony. I do 
want to mention two or three of the most important objections that 
AVC has to this bill. We do not believe that the presumption of 
interruption in training should be limited to those who had not at- 
tained their twenty-third birthday at the time that they entered the 
Armed Forces. 

We believe that the requirement that training be initiated within 
2 years and completed within 7 years after termination of the basic 
service period will in effect deprive many veterans, particularly those 
who wish to go to professional schools, those who belong to the 
minority groups, of the opportunity to take advantage of this educa- 
tional benefit. 

We take vigorous exception to the provision that would limit total 
tuition per school year to $300 unless the veteran waives subsistence. 
To our mind this represents an effort to exclude veterans from taking 
advantage of this opportunity 

We believe that the same underlying philosophy is responsible for 
increasing from 30 to 36 hours the minimum number of hours which 
will be deemed full-time attendance at technical or trade schools. 
In the original GI bill, as you will recall, Mr. Chairman, the number 
of hours was 25. 

This made it possible for married veterans and other veterans who 
had dependents to attend a technical or trade school and still work. 
Under Public Law 610 this was increased to 30 hours, and the re- 
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sult was that many veterans had to drop out of school and lost the 
advantage of this training. 

The increase to 36 hours is going to mean that veterans who do have 
to work part time simply will not be able to take advantage of the 
training. We hope that the committee will amend the bill in that 
respect. 

The AVC review of S. 1940, which we regard as only one segment 
of the bill of rights that we wish to see extended to the new veteran, 
has yielded several objections to the provisions of this bill and a few 
questions that we urge this committee to study carefully during its 
consideration of this legislation. For your convenience they are sum- 
marized below by preset aph within the proposed part X, as set forth 
in section 2 of S. 1940, and are further identified by page number. 

Paragraph 1 (pp. 2 and 3): This paragraph defines the “basic 
service period” and establishes eligibility for educational and train- 
ing benefits. AVC has two objections and one question. 

AVC objects to limiting to those less than 23 years of age the pre- 
sumption that the veteran’s education was interrupted. We take this 
position on two counts in addition to our basic fight with handing the 
new veteran a watered-down version of rights accorded veterans of 
World War IL. 

First, the educational discipline for years has been extending the 
period of time required for formal deena for many, if not most, 
professions. Generally, the trend has been toward extending the num- 
ber of years of education. Therefore, 23 represents an age at which 
education is not completed for thousands of potential doctors, den- 
tists, lawyers, scientists, and other professions vital to our national 
welfare. 

Secondly, we believe this provision represents an uncalled-for dis- 
crimination against older men called into service. Would you like 
to explain to the man 25, 24, 25 or 26 why the Congress deems him a 
graybeard entitled to only 12 months’ additional education, however 
long he may have served, while granting up to 48 months to the man 
21 or 22 who served alongside him ? 

Our second basic objection is to the requirement that training be 
initiated within 2 vears and completed within 7 years of termination 
of the basic service period. The unsoundness of such arbitrary stand- 
ards has recently been demonstrated by the VA Administrator’s 
action limiting benefits to World War II veterans and the subsequent 
flood of amendments which were required to take care of cases in 
which his original order was manifestly unfair to large numbers of 
veterans. 

The limitations proposed in this bill would do the same thing, ex- 
cept that the Congress would be beseiged with requests for amend- 
ments. Such requests would be inevitable because such telescoping 
of benefits will tax so heavily the facilities of schools that tens of 
thousands of veterans will be unable to initiate their education before 
the deadline. 

This is true of two large groups—those seeking to enter profes- 
sional schools and minority groups which suffer from legal or illegal 
bars, quotas, and other devices for preventing their matric ulation in 
too many of our educational institutions. 

We further believe the committee should look into the question 
of whether time spent in a civilian institution should be deducted 








EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO VETERANS 99 


if the education thus obtained could not be applied to the veteran’s 
educational objective. It is far from inconceivable that the service- 
directed education or training will be completely nonapplicable to 
the veteran’s own educational goals. Those seeking graduate degrees 
or matriculating in professional schools will find their education dur- 
ing service either not applicable or not accepted by the school of their 
choice after separation from the service. 

Paragraph 2 (pp. 3 and 4): This paragraph contains the actual 
limitation to 12 months’ educational benefits for men over 23. For 
the reasons indicated above, AVC objects to this limitation. In addi- 
tion to this objection we have one question which pertains to the last 
sentence of the paragraph. It is not clear what the “other institutional 
courses” are, so that the suggested 9 weeks for completion of the course 
cannot be properly evaluated by AVC. 

In any case, we suggest, where a major part of the course has been 
completed prior to the expiration of benefits, that the eligibility pe- 
riod be extended to t - completion of the course. 

Paragraph 3 (pp. 4, 5, 6, and 7): The bars against avocational 
or recreational courses appear sound in principle. The principal 
question lies in whether this bill lays down workable criteria for the 
Admitiatiotor’s guidance in determining what constitutes “complete 
justification that such course will contribute to bona fide use in the 
veteran’s present or contemplated business or occupation” and, more 
particularly, for his guidance in making a finding that any other 
course is avocational or recreational in character. 

Paragraph 5 (pp. 8, 9, and 10): AVC takes tsetse exception to 
the provision limiting total tuition per school year to $300, unless 
the veteran waives subsistence, in which case the tots al allowance is 
$600, and the limitation that the veteran shall pay half his tuition. 
Our reasons are as follows: 

Were the services of Korean veterans only half as valuable 
as those of World War II veterans? 

Would this not effectually bar the doors to education to married 
veterans and those whose families cannot provide assistance ? 

5. Education institutions are in the fixed-income group hard hit 
by inflation. We believe that this bill could be made to serve as a 
legitimate form of subsidy to universities and schools, adding to the 
social gains pees by educating veterans. 

Par agr aph 6 (pp. 10, 11, and 12): AVC believes that the sub- 
sistence rates proposed in this bill, which represent only $5 per month 
more than the rates established by Public Law 411, passed by the 
Kightieth Congress, are entirely too low in the light of current living 
costs. They fail to jibe with the underlying philosophy apparent 
in other parts of the bill that part-time students should be discouraged 
from undertaking educational courses. 

Inadequate subsistence compels students without other financial 
resources to work part time. AVC proposes that the committee write 
into this legislation a formula for establishing subsistence allowances, 
taking the rates set in Public Law 411 and adjusting these by move- 
ments of the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumers’ Price Index since 
February 1948, and making provisions for subsequent quarterly or 
semiannual adjustments in the future, based upon movements of the 
Consumers’ Price Index 
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Our second basic objection to this paragraph of the bill is that the 
formula proposed for reducing subsistence for institutional, on-the- 
farm training, apprentice training, or other on-the-job training is not 
readily comprehensible. We agree with the objective of reducing 
subsistence as the trainee’s income from productive work increases, but 
we believe that the committee can devise a formula which will be 
easier to administer and more readily understood by the veteran. 

Our third and perhaps most strenuous objection to this program is 
the increase from 30 hours to 36 hours as the minimum number of 
hours which will be deemed full-time attendance at technical or trade 
schools. The increase incorporated in Public Law 610, raising the 
number of hours from 25 to 30, was bad enough in terms of its effect 
on veterans studying in such schools. Many of these veterans were 
forced to work part time in order to continue their training. By con- 
siderable sacrifice they were able to do so when 25 hours was regarded 
as full-time attendance. 

The increase to 30 hours forced large numbers of these veterans to 
drop their efforts to increase their skills. We can only interpret the 
proposed increase to 36 hours as a deliberate effort to drive these veter- 
ans out of the trade and technical schools. Veterans who have felt it 
most necessary to work part time while attending trade and technical 
schools are the married veterans and those other veterans with de- 
pendents who manifestly stand in the greatest need of the benefits to 
be obtained by continued attendance in these schools. 

I am sorry that the AVC position should be in such strenuous crit- 
icism of this bill, but we feel in fairness to the committee, to our own 
organization, and particularly to the new veteran, that we should 
come to you with a very frank and candid appraisal of the bill. 

I appreciate the opportunity afforded me this morning to represent 
the AVC here. 

The Cuatrman. We are glad to have your recommendations, and 
you may be sure that the committee will give very careful considera- 
tion to the matter. 

Mr. Conurn. Mr. Clorety, Senator Ives has asked this question be- 
fore, and therefore | am earrying on in that line. Was your organiza- 
tion consulted in the drafting of S. 1940? 

Mr. Crorery. We were not. 

Mr. Copurn. Thank you. 

Phe Cuairman. The committee wishes to thank you. 

Mr. Crorery. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness will be Mr. Russell F. Robinson, 
executive secretary of the State approval agency, Indianapolis, Ind., 
and Norman D. Jones, assistant director of the office of veterans af- 
fairs, Topeka, Kans. 


STATEMENTS OF RUSSELL F. ROBINSON, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN; 
AND NORMAN D. JONES, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF STATE APPROVAL AGENCIES 


Mr. Jones. I am Norman D. Jones, assistant director of the office 
of veterans affairs, Topeka, Kans., and also president of the National 
Association of State Approval Agencies. 

As you may know, State approval agencies are those agencies of 
State government which inspect, approve or disapprove, and super- 
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vise training facilities under the veterans’ education training pro- 
gram. 

The education training program for veterans in many States, of 
course, the departments of education or the superintendents of in- 
struction handle the matter. In some States there are other agencies 
that handle it. We believe that we have had quite a bit of experience 
with it and know quite a bit about the operation of it. We have 
studied the program very carefully, and we find many features to 
which we object strenuously, and Mr, Robinson will present a prepared 
brief for our group. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you. 

Mr. Rorinson. I request, Senator, that the brief be entered as testi- 
mony as it is presented, a statement of our position. 

The National Association of State Approval Agencies appreciates 
this opportunity to appear before your committee to state its posi- 
tion with reference to Senate bill 1940, which seeks to amend section 
I, title I, Public Law 2 of the Seventy-third Congress to extend cer- 
tain benefits, rights, and privileges to veterans of the Korean conflict. 

In preparing this brief the association has stated its position in a 
general perfatory statement followed by specific points which set 
out what the association considers to be inadequacies of the proposed 
legislation. 


GENERAL PREFACE 


In the light of more than 6 vears’ experience in the administration 
of Public Law 346, its several amendme co and multitudinous regula- 
tions, it is the studied opinion of the National Association of State 
Approval Agencies that further amendment of the present laws to 
provide bene fits for Korean veterans is neither desirable nor feasible. 

It is the opinion that certain educational and training benefits are 
justly due these veterans but that both the veterans and the Govern- 
ment may be better served by completely new legislation which takes 
into account what has been learned through errors which sheuld be 
discarded and suecesses which should be incorporated. 

Due consideration should also be given to the changed conditions in 
relation to the fiscal state of the Nation; the needs of the current and 
oncoming crop of veterans; the facility and practicability of admin- 
istration of the program; and the elimination of errors, abuses, and 
fraudulent practices which have been the inescapable consequences 
under the current law. 

To accomplish what is considered the optimum benefit to both 
veterans and the country as a whole, the National Association of 
State Approval Agencies opposes the passage of Senate 1940 as it is 
now written. 

The enactment of new legislation so designed and written as to be 
equitable, workable, and purchasable at a reasonable price is recom- 
mended. 

POINT I 


Senate bill 1940 proposes further Sennen to section I, title I, 
Public Law 2, Seventy-third Congress. As an amendment to the 
existing veterans regulations the Mauidnideakor of Veterans’ Affairs 
would retain the author ity to make final administrative determinations 
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on all questions which arise under the new amendment, since such 
authority is inherent in the original act. 

The presence of the Administrator’s unquestioned authority in to- 
day’s program has resulted in continual dissatisfaction on the part 
of the State departments of education, the State boards for vocational 
education, the colleges and universities, and other educational institu- 
tions. 

Under the present act there is no appeal and no recourse from the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs; and even though millions of 
dollars are involved and the lives of thousands of veterans are affect- 
ed, the Administrator and/or his designated officers are allowed to 
make the final determination which cannot be set aside by the courts, 
the GAO, or even the legislative body of the United States Govern- 
ment without formal action. 

On August 27 this question was again raised in the Senate, and 
Senator Humphrey pointed out that the Senate of the United States 
was being required to act on Senate Resolution 124 to express legis- 
lative intent as a result of the continued failure of the legal counsel 
of the VA to interpret laws passed by the Congress in accordance 
with obvious and expressed intent. 

It is believed that a program as vast as the veterans’ education pro- 
gram, involving great amounts of money and large numbers of in- 
stitutions, should have‘a channel of judicial review and that the final 
decision should not rest with the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. 
S. 1940 will allow the Administrator to retain final administrative 
authority. 

The National Association of State Approval Agencies recommends 
that new legislation be enacted as a separate bill and that the bill shall 
establish a method of appeals and board of review where decisions 
of the Administrator can be contested in light of the law. The prob- 
lems arising from the Administrator’s final authority have been re- 
peatedly refuted by legislative groups such as the House Committee 
on Executive Expenditures of the Federal Government, the Senate 
subcommittee which recently investigated the medical program of the 
VA, and the House Select Committee To Investigate Educational 
Training and Loan Guaranty Programs Under the GI Bill. 

This problem has been a source of constant controversy between the 
VA and the GAQ; and under the present act the decision of the GAO 
can be set aside by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs; and in 
fact the GAO, the watchdog of the Congress, is unable to make and 
enforce a final determination upon Veterans’ affairs. This is in 
corroboration of testimony given yesterday. 


POINT 2 


Senate bill 1940 fails to clarify and describe the relationship which 
will exist between the educational program under the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 and the educational program for the vet- 
erans of the Korean conflict in that for the period of time both laws 
will be in operation, one of which is more favorable to eligible 
veterans, 

S. 1940 does not clearly describe the status of those veterans who 
will have dual eligibility under both acts. This problem is particu- 
larly important in view of the National Guard aul Reserve personnel 
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who were recalled prior to June 27, 1950, and those which are still 
being recalled. 
POINT 3 


Senate bill 1940 adopted the philosophy of a relatively small pro- 
gram, both in actual benefit and administration, for a limited number 
of veterans. Our Armed Forces consisted of approximately 214 mil- 
lion men and women on June 27, 1950. Most of those persons were 
regular service personnel obviously more than 23 years old. : 

As a result of the Korean emergency hundreds of thousands of Na- 
tional Guard and Reserve personnel were recalled to service, and in 
most cases these individuals were more than 23 years old. During the 
entire period a limited number of young draftees were being recruited 
into the Armed Forces. 

On the basis of present-day strength, which stands at 3,500,000 
men, a vast majority of the present Armed Forces are over the 25 years 
and will be precluded from the maximum benefit of the act. These 
personnel will be eligible at least for 1 year. The philosophy of vet- 
eran’s eligibility, based on proof of his eligibility for training, was 
adopted in 1944 and 1945 and discarded by the Congress as a result 
of the serious administrative problems involved. 

It is virtually impossible to establish fair courts for determining 
what constitutes actual training and is grossly unfair to declare that 
the individual be removed from some sort of program. It is obvious 
that most young men and women between the ages of 18 and 26 are in 
a formulative stage of life and are attempting to learn an occupation, 
whether it be on-the-job training with benefit of formal agreement or 
actual experience in business. 

It will be impossible for a Federal agency to fairly evaluate each 
case and determine whether the veteran did interrupt or postpone his 
present plans as a result of his impending duty of serving in the Armed 
Forces. If such a plan is written in the law, congressional offices will 
again be swamped with complaints, many of which will be justified, 
and there will never be a fair settlement of these complaints. 


POINT 4 


Senate bill 1940 makes reference to the State approval agency by 

stating: 
from time to time the Administrator shall secure from the appropriate agency 
of each State a list of educational institutions * * * which are qualified and 
equipped to furnish education and training. 
Throughout the act reference is made to the State approving agency. 
Neither the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 nor S. 1940 clearly 
established a legal basis for the existence of a State approving agency, 
and neither act clearly defined the responsibility and the authority of 
these agencies. 

The VA has repeatedly raised the question of divided responsibility 
and has implied that this divided responsibility is a source of weak- 
ness. The principle of divided responsibility in a joint Federal and 
State program is not an erroneous or unproved principle. 

We have many State-Federal and State programs, such as the 
Smith-Hughes Act, the State highway and Federal works program, 
the Extension Service of the Agricultural Department, which are 
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financed by the Federal Government and administered by the State 
and are presumably operated to the satisfaction of the State and the 
Federal Government and the public. 

The veterans’ training program has experienced difficulty as a 
result of the inadequate definition of authority and responsibility in 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. 5S. 1940 makes no im- 
provement on this situation. 

The matter of related authority and responsibility of the VA and 
the State approving agency should be treated in detail in the act es- 
tablishing eligibility for Korean veterans. The NASAA finds Senate 
bill 1940 inadequate and silent on this vital question, 


POINT 5 


The mandate appearing in section + which states that the Admin- 
istrator shall utilize [State apprenticeship agencies] such existing 
fac ‘ilities and services in training on the job when such tr aining is of a 
year’s duration or more. This proviso represents an inter ference with 
the prerogative of the State’s ae an to delegate approval 
responsibility to those agencies, boards, or the bodies “which should 
logically assume the approval obligation me the State. 

Further, it is inconsistent with the historical responsibility of State 
apprenticeship agencies in that it lowers the training time from 2 years 
to 1 year. 

POINT 6 


With reference to the proviso that any school operating for profit 
shall not be deemed qualified and approved for enrollment of veterans 
“when the Administrator finds that the 25 full-time equivalent or one- 
third of the equivalent full-time students enrolled (whichever is 
larger) paying their own tuition”, the NASAA does not object to the 
principle involved in this proviso in that we are aware that steps must 
be taken to assure that there is a substantial nonveteran enrollment 
in any proprietary profit or nonprofit school in order that the custom- 
ary charge for tuition and fees will be established based on nonveteran 
participation. 

The proviso proposed by S. 1940 is unfair and discriminatory in 
that it represents an absolute bar against enrollments of veterans in 
any school which has less than 25 students. ‘The Nation has witnessed 
the growth of huge veteran schools during the past 7 years. Many of 
these schools have no nonveteran enrollment whatsoever, and it was 
not uncommon for a school to have several hundred veteran students 
enrolled. 

It should be the objective of the Congress to restore our educational 
system to a semblance of normal operation and preclude the possibility 
of schools with excessive veteran enrollments capitalizing on the vet- 
erans’ training program. 

Before World War ILa vast majority of the privately owned schools 
in the United States were small schools such as barbering, cosmetology 
schools, art and music schools, small-business schools, and small trade 
and technical schools, many of which had enrollments of 25 or less and 
enjoyed good reputations and participated as good institutions. 

The proviso of Senate bill 1940 proposes an absolute bar to the 
enrollment of a veteran student in one of these small schools. It is 
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believed that the objection to this proviso can be accomplished by 
requiring that the school have one-fourth of its total enrollment as 
nonveteran students paying their own way regardless of the number 
enrolled. 


POINT 7 


In analyzing S. 1940 it is stated that it was the objective of section 5 
to (1) eliminate a substantial part of the administrative burden, both 
upon the VA and the schools, (2) give the veteran a financial interest 
in his own training. The accomplishment of these two objectives is 
highly desirable and should be the fundamental purpose of any piece 
of legislation. However, Senate bill 1940 promises little certainty of 
accomplishing either of the stated objectives. 

It is difficult to determine how a substantial amount of adminis- 
trative burden upon the schools and the VA would be removed when 
the school is required to maintain two separate accounts, namely, 
an account on tuition paid into the school by the veteran and an 
account on tuition received by the school through reimbursement 
by the VA. The necessity of maintaining two separate accounts will 
create an increased burden on the educational institutions; and the 
task of determining the fair and reasonable tuition rate in order that 
the VA may know what is legally half of the fair and reasonable 
tuition rate and the task of hegotiating a contract, preparing vouchers, 
paying vouchers, and maintaining school accounts will in no way 
be reduced. 

It appears that if these objectives are to be accomplished more 
success 1s promised by a plan whereby the individual veteran would 
receive the total benefit directly from the VA and would in turn pay 
all of his own tuition fees and other charges, including books, tools, 
and supplies. 

Such a plan would eliminate the necessity for a contract between 
the school and the VA, and would make the veteran his own agent 
in conducting his own affairs. The Federal Government would have 
no obligation concerning the financial relationship which exists be- 
tween the veteran and the school. If the veteran is required to pay 
his total tuition cost out of funds which he receives from the VA, 
he will have an incentive to seek training at a reasonable price and 
question the quality of training he receives as well as question the 
values and amounts of books, tools, and supplies which he is required 
to buy from his own funds. 

Such a procedure will reestablish a normal relationship between 
the student and the educational institution, and the only obligation 
of the VA will be to determine (1) that a customary cost of tuition 
and fees exists through virtue of presence of substantial numbers 
of nonveteran students; (2) that the student actually attends the 
educational institution, makes satisfactory progress, and complies 
with the institution’s regulations: and (3) that the institution does 
not charge the veteran a greater fee than is charged the nonveterans. 


POINT 8 
Paragraph 6 of Senate bill 1940 (starting p. 10, line 20, of the bill 


as printed August 1, 1951) apparently seeks to simplify the admin- 
istrative procedures of the Administration in determining the amounts 
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of subsistence to be paid to veterans receiving educational benefits 
under the act 

I want to emph: ‘size the word “apparently” in that sentence. 

In an effort to accomplish this end, it appears that what is actually 
accomplished by the proposal is a legalization of overpayments which 
may result from a bad guess on the part of a veteran trainee with 
relation to his prospective income for the ensuing 12-month period. 

The bill does not provide for a recovery of overpayments, and the 
experience of the past 7 years certainly indicates that overpayments 
in great amounts will occur. This whole paragraph is so constructed 
that it will make necessary a volume of regulations by the Adminis- 
trator which will result in legislation by direction, a situation which 
the association believes should be studiously avoided. 


POINT 9 


A further provision of paragraph 6 is that 36 hours per week of 
attendance shall be required for qualification as a full-time course in 
trade or technical school below the college level. This is a provision 
which was sought in Public Law 610 but which was denied by the 
Congress as being contrary to customary school practice throughout 
the Nation generally. It is the opinion that this practice has not 
changed since July 1950, and that a standard week of the minimum of 
25 and 30 hours’ attendance is a correct criterion. 

In passing, it might be well to note that a Veterans’ Administration 
change in regulation dated September 6, 1951, limits full-time attend- 
ance to schools whose classes are in session a minimum of 5 days per 
week. This regulation was promulgated despite the fact that a num- 
ber of schools which have been considered soars by State- 
approval agencies and Federal contracts with the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration for tr: ining veterans under Public Law 346 have been operat- 
ing successfully for four 8-hour days over a considerable period of 
time. 

To our knowledge, neither the Veterans’ Administration nor the 
supervising agencies of the State have questioned the quality of in- 
struction being offered in these institutions. This citation is made in 
order to point “out the efforts being made to force educational institu- 
tions to conform to a pattern predetermined by central-office adminis- 
trators who apparently are primarily not interested in quality 
instruction but rather in administrative policies conceived on a high 
administrative level. 


POINT 10 


Based on the experience in the administration of the institutional 
on-farm training, it is the opinion of the State approval agencies that 
institutional on-farm training should not comprehend the inclusion of 
employee training, as contemplated in paragraph 2, page 21, of the 
bill as printed August 1, 1951, the committee print. 

That concludes our testimony, Senator. We would be glad to 
answer any questions. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you. 

Has your association made an investigation of the alleged abuses 
that have occurred under the GI bill? 

Mr. Rosrnson. You mean on a national level? 
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The Cuatrman. Yes. 

Mr. Rozrnson. No; we have followed closely the investigations 
that have been made by the Teague committee and by the General 
Accounting Office. The association itself, being young and not rich 
and able to employ investigators, has made no investigation of its 
own. 

The Cuairman. Do I understand that your association recommends 
that the final authority be placed in the hands of the State officials 
in the operation of this program ? 

Mr. Rosinson. We have made no such recommendation in this brief, 
Senator; but we do think that there should be a definition of author- 
ity in any legislation. We think that, in the present legislation and 
in the pr roposed legislation, approval agencies of the State are only 
mentioned in passing. 

There is no authori ity provided in the legislation for their existence. 
Hlistorically, when the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act was passed 
and this mention was made, General Hines took it upon himself to 
send letters to the chief executive officers of the several Territories and 
States requesting that they designate some branch of the Govern- 
ment or some agency in the State to act as an approval agency for 
that political subdivision. 

That is the way the State approval agencies came into existence. 
Some States have one agency approving all types of training, and 
others have two or more agencies. If there happens to be a statutory 
body for the approval and supervision of industrial training or ap- 
penticeship training, that agency generally was assigned that 
area, and some other agency assigned the schools. 

The CHamman. But they have no statutory position; that is to 
say, the laws do not recognize them ¢ 

Mr. Rowrnson. The Federal law does not. 

The Cuairman. But they are set up under State laws ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Well, some of them are, and some of them simply 
exist by decree. In some of the States there has been legislation, and 
in other States simply by decree of the Governor. 

The Crainman. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Copurn. I have one question. 

Mr. Jones, do you think it is feasible or advantageous to attempt 
to spell out in a bill of this kind the criteria governing admissibility of 
schools to the program ¢ 

Mr. Jones, Specific reference to criteria for approval by State 
agencies ? 

Mr. Copurn. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, in general. Public Law 610 does that to a certain 
extent. We believe that the policy of including some criteria in the 
law is sound. We do not believe you can put detailed specific criteria 
in the law because of the variations in educational institutions over 
the country, but we do support the idea of having general criteria in 
the law. 

Mr. Cosurn. Do you think that it would be helpful for the Vet- 
erans’ A¢ inhihieke ation to set up, say, a general criteria to pass on to 
the State approval agency, for example, and define the area in which 
admissibility would be granted ? 

Mr. Jones. We certainly do not. We do not believe that education 
should be subject to controls outlined and adopted and make it man- 
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datory for us to adopt it by a Federal agency. We believe that is 
quite contrary to educational practices. We believe the educational 
agencies in the various States have done an excellent job of carrying 
out the education. We believe it would be well to leave it out. We 
believe that no further changes should be made in the registration 
system. 

Mr. Cosurn. Was your association consulted by the authors-of this 
bill in the drafting of it? 

Mr. Jones. No, sir. 

Mr. Cosurn. That is all. 

The Cuamman. Thank you for your statement here this morn- 
ing, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jones. Senator, we thank you very kindly for the opportunity 
to appe ar, and we apprec li ite it ver i much. 

The Cuarman. At this time we will hear from Charles H. Slay- 
man, Jr., national legislative director of the American Veterans of 


World War II. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. SLAYMAN, JR., NATIONAL LEGISLA- 
TIVE DIRECTOR OF AMVETS (AMERICAN VETERANS OF WORLD 
WAR ITI), WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Stayman. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles H. Slayman, Jr. 
I am national legislative director of AMV UTS—American Veterans 
of World War Il—which is one of the four major veterans’ organi- 
zations, is the largest World War II veterans’ organization, and is the 
only World War IL veterans’ organization chartered by Congress. 

AMV ETS have repeatedly urged the extension of World War II 
veterans’ benefits to veterans of current active duty in the Armed 
Forces of the United States who have served on or after June 27, 1950, 
and prior to a date to be determined by Presidential proclamation or 
by a congressional concurrent resolution. These men and women are 
popularly referred to as “Korean conflict: veterans,” and often as 

“Korean veterans.” We recognize that, wherever they are serving in 
the Armed Forces of the United States, their duty has some connec- 
tion with the action in Korea; and, therefore, we feel that active duty 
between certain dates is the sound basis for determining entitlement 
to veterans’ benefits, and that there should not be a pageant that 
they must have been on duty in a particular geographical ar 

The Congress has extended some World War II veterans’ set 4 
medical, hospit al, and domiciliary care—to this new crop of veterans. 
You now have before this committee 8. 1940 to extend, to some degree, 
educational and training benefits to these new veterans. We were 
happy to receive an invitation to appear before you on this bill; we 
appreciate consideration by a Senate committee of this subject matter. 
We suggest that S. 1940, while inadequate in its present language, 
offers excellent opportunity for discussion directed toward dr: afting 
desirable legislation. 

We feel that several of the stringent provisions of S. 1940 will pre- 
vent veterans from obtaining education and training which benefit not 
only themselves but which directly better our American society. We 
are proud of our many World War II veterans who improved them- 
selves by making use of the educational opportunities provided by 
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title IT of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, popularly 
called the GI bill of rights. We do not think that the stricter require- 
ments proposed in 8. 1940 are fair to present veterans; we do not think 
that they are the best way to correct any abuses which may have 
eceurred under the above law. 

Abuses of educational privileges should, of course, be corrected. 
etter policing of the schools and institutions would seem to be the 
wiser method, rather than restricting the opportunities of the individ- 
ul veteran. In this regard, we look forward to the report of the 
House committee investigating education, under the chairmanship of 
Representative Olin Teague. I understand that that report will be out 
soon. However, we urge the Senate to proce edt with consideration of 
S. 1940 and necessary eh: anges indicated. 

Mr. Chairman, AMVETS raise certain objections to provisions of 
s. 1940: 

We do not think a change in the basic entitlement-computation 
method is necessary. We suggest that a method used for World 
War II veterans should be continued; i. e., that 1 year of full-time 
training should be granted for the first ‘90 days of active duty, and 
a matching month per month for active duty thereafter. 

We feel that the best interests of society and the individual are 
served by placing no requirements for benefits on the basis of age, 
actual or presumed interruption of study, or need. We suggest that 
the provision relating to the twenty-third birthday should be elimi- 
nated. 

We do not think a change in the period in which educational 
courses must be initiated is necessary. We suggest that a provision 
similar to = one applicable to World War II veterans should be 
adopted; i. e., study must be commenced not later than 4 years after 
discharge or # certain date July 25, 1951—whichever is later. 

We do not think that limiting the Government’s tuition pay- 
ments to one-half the cost, up to a maximum of $300, is the proper 
way fo correct any abuses which may have existed under present law. 
If the Congress, after reconsideration of the matter, feels that the 
$500 tuition maximum, permitted under Public Law 346, encouraged 
schools to set higher tuition rates, perhaps the Government payment 
should be restricted to $400 and below. However, everyday laymen’s 
notice can be taken of a general increase in all costs throughout the 
country, which may well account for legitimate increases in tuition 
amounts. However, requiring the veteran himself to pay half the 
tuition would not attack the problem of an inflated tuition, and it 
bie prevent many from embarking on desirable educational courses. 

We do not feel that the proposed periodic adjustment in the sub- 

alist allowance for farm and on-the-job training is workable. We 
suggest that this provision be eliminated. 

6. We feel that restrictions regarding the fractional amount of time 
a student-veteran devotes to his training course, used as a basis in de- 
termining entitlement to subsistence allowances, should be similar to 

requirements for World War IT veterans. We suggest that restric- 
tions attempting to discourage part-time study are unrealistic, and 
unfair toa very large number ‘of potential students. 

This may be regarded as a small point by some, but we suggest 
th: at this bill should not be cited as the “Servicemen’s Readjustme nt 
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Act of 1951”, inasmuch as so many of the provisions of the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944 are omitted. 

In cone lusion, Mr. Chairman, may I say that the payment of vet- 
erans’ benefits, however large in amount financi ally, is one of the in- 
evitable costs of defense and war. A great Nation which guarantees 
private profits on the production of defense and war materials, and 
grants attractive tax-amortization programs to industry, cannot shirk 
its responsibilities to the flesh-and-blood men and women who serve 
in its Armed Forces. Readjustment provisions, such as educational 
and training benefits as discussed here today, are enlightened means 
of aiding our veterans to become better citizens of our Republic. 
Economy or restriction on such readjustment provisions defeats the 
desirable purpose of such legislation. 

In our annual national convention this year, AMVETS again re- 
jected the concept of a Federal bonus. 

We feel that the benefits of Public Law 346 which were granted to 
us, veterans of World War II, should, in all fairness, be extended to 
veterans of present military service. 

I have attempted to keep this statement as brief as possible, and I 
have desired to state as clearly as possible AMVETS’ position in re- 
gard to S. 1940, but I have not attempted to go into great detail be- 
cause I am aware that your committee has heard considerable dis- 
cussion on these topics in which other represenatives are in general 

agreement with us. However, I am ready to answer any questions or 
elaborate on any of the points we have touched on. 

Mr. Cosurn. I was wondering if it would be a fair assumption, 
Mr. Chairman, to ask whether or not it is the position of AMVETS 
that instead of legislation of this character the provisions of the 
present law should be applied to veterans of the Korean conflict and 
other areas of the world; is that correct ? 

Mr. SitayMan. That is correct, and that has been our stand since 
the Korean conflict began, and our national executive committee has 
so announced its stand at our national convention. 

Mr. Cosurn. You have no changes to offer in the present law? 

Mr. Stayman. Well, with reg gard to policing the educational insti- 
tutions, we want to see what the Teague report will be, and we will 
be very happy to comment at that time. But, in regard to the other 
provisions, if the so-called readjustment allowance is paid, which 
was the popularly designated 52-20, if it is going to be paid we do not 
think that $20 is very realistic, and there has been a proposal by 
Senator Moody of $24, 24-25 being certainly more realistic if that 
is going to be considered. 

You are absolutely correct in taking the view that AMVETS want 
to see the extension of the present benefits to veterans of present 
Armed Forces on active duty. 

Mr. Cosurn. Was your organization consulted in the drafting of 
S. 1940? 

Mr. Starman. Not to the best of my knowledge. Now, some- 
one in our service department might have been. 

The CHarrman. Are there any questions? 

Thank you very much for your statement. 

Mr. Starman. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The Cuamman. Dr. Edgar Fuller, executive secretary, National 
Council of Chief State School Officers? 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS 


Dr. Futter. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to testify on Senate bill 1940. 
The Chief State School Officers are the State commissioners and su- 
perintendents of schools in the 48 States and in the Territories and 
island dependencies. They are the responsible administrators for a 
number of federally aided programs in education, because education 
is a State function under our system of constitutional law when 
public funds are involved in its support. This is one of the im- 
portant reasons why most educators and laymen concerned with the 
government of school systems and colleges believe that the State educa- 
tion agencies are the proper contacts for Federal agencies which carry 
programs of education into the States. 

In spite of these generally accepted principles, only a minor part 
of the Veterans’ Administration education program has thus far come 
through State agencies, although its impacts have, of course, been 
felt in many ways by the State systems and institutions of education. 
It has been regarded, with some justification, as a very special pro- 
gram indeed. Its Federal administrators have been responsible for 
many other concerns of veterans in addition to those in education, and 
they have usually been quite unwilling to delegate administrative au- 
thority to State or local education agencies so long as Federal funds 
were being used for administration. 

The result has been, Mr. Chairman, that there have been too m: ny 
Veterans’ Administration employees engaged in educational activities 
and too much Federal control of education in the States. The present 
proposal seems more like to aggravate these conditions than to remedy 
them. 

The bill before the committee is an emendment to the GI bill of 
rights. It has been drawn, we understand, by the Federal agencies in- 
volved in the administration of the GI bill of rights, principally the 
Veterans’ Administration. , 

So far as we know, the responsible education authorities of the 
States and local communities have not been consulted about it. 
Neither have these Federal agencies, apparently, found it feasible to 
consult with professional associations of educators concerned with 
veterans’ education in the States. Even the National Association of 
State Approval Agencies appears to have been omitted from con- 
sultation. 

Under these circumstances, Mr. Chairman, it is not surprising that 
portions of S. 1940 are not in accord with generally accepted principles 
of educational administration and will be forthrightly opposed in 

certain particulars by most educators and State and local members of 
governing boards of schools and colleges throughout the country. 

We believe : a much better bill can be had if viewpoints other than 
those held by Federal administrative officials can be incorporated into 
it. 

It should be made clear, Mr. Chairman, that opposition to S. 1940 is 
not opposition to the principle of the GI bill of rights. We favor 
scholarships for veterans of Korea and other veterans who serve their 
country. The many billions of dollars spent on the GI bill of rights 


112. EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING BENEFITS TO VETERANS 
have, for the most part, been a good national investment, and there 
have been some improvements in Federal administration, particul: urly 
in certain local and regional offices. 

On the other hand. there have been numerous abuses. Some of these 
have been by educational establishments, particularly those operated 
for profit. Efforts to police the few offending est: ablishments have 
led Federal officials deep into the operations of almost all educational 
establishments, and have resulted in excessive red tape and high Fed- 
eral administrative costs. 

One can scarcely escape the conclusion that the veterans’ education 
program requires a much more thorough reexamination than is pro- 
posed by S. 1940. We hope the committee will make numerous changes, 
Mr. Chairman, even to the extent of reporting an entirely new bill, 
before there is an extension of legislation in this field. 

This is merely to say that the GI bill to be written now should take 
advantage of what has been learned since the original GI bill was 
passed, and should not perpetuate old mistakes. Inherent in the 
original bill were two ideas: (@) rewards for service in the Armed 
Forces; (6) financial aid to obtain education in order to make up for 
the lost time and to fit the veteran more successfully into civilian 
life. 

These purposes were not mutually exclusive, and the educational 
purpose has gained so much in relative emphasis since 1944 that we 
believe a new GI bill for the veterans of the Korean conflict should be 
considered educational legislation. We believe those benefits should 
be in the form of scholarships for education. 

For this reason we prefer that this legislation should be adminis- 
tered from the education agency of the Federal Government, whicn 
is the United States Office cf Education, just as we are pleased that 
these hearings are before the committee of the Senate that deals witn 
matters of education. 

In any event, we believe the Federal Government should recognize 
that education is a State and local function by relying heavily upon 
the regular State and local school systems and the colleges and uni- 
versities to assume substantial responsibilities under the bill. Such 
provisions would be sound in terms of Federal-State-local educational 
relations and could eliminate undesirable Federal controls over local 
school systems and colleges. With much less than is currently spent 
for administration, a Federal-State-local scholarship system could be 
set up under which a larger proportion of each dollar expended would 
vo directly to the veteran for the costs of his education. 

As a practical matter, a system of this kind would require that some 
Federal funds be used to insure effective State responsibility for school 
systems, institutions, and other educational establishments honoring 
veterans’ scholarships, because most State legislatures regard the costs 
of veterans’ education as a proper responsibility of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Congress has agreed with this viewpoint, as is clear from 
the appropriations it has made for Federal administration. With 
far less than is now spent for direct Federal administration for the 
same purposes, however, we believe a superior job could be done by 
the regular State and local education agencies and institutions if they 
were given the opportunity. 

There has been little real utilization of these States and local agencies 
in the present program. On paper, the State agencies are supposed 
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to supervise the educational establishment and the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration is supposed to supervise the veteran. This effort to separate 
“supervision of the veteran” as a person from “supervision of the in- 
stitution” in which he receives his education has led both to govern- 
mental paternalism and to interference with State and local educa- 
tional institutions. This unrealistic distinction ought to be cleanly 
eliminated in the administration of new legislation. 

We believe the accrediting of the educational establishments should 
be done at the State level, that judgments of the success or failure of 
uny veteran student should be by the local institution just as it is 
exercised for other students, and that direct and personal “supervision 
of the veteran” by the Veterans’ Administration should he outside the 
field of education if it is exercised at all. Judgments of the success or 
failure of a veteran not enrolled in a regular educational institution, 
such as those receiving on-the-job training, should be exercised by a 
State education age ney. 

Mr. Chairman, S. 1940 has some extremely undesirable features. 
It writes rules and regulati ions into law to give Federal officials more 
power and more discretion. ‘The State approval agencies are given 
limited responsibilities, but in no important instance are they given 
authority which cannot be supplemented or overruled by the decision 
of the Veterans’ Administrator. 

Administratively, this is a demoralizing situation in which the work 
of the State approval agencies becomes comparatively meaningless. 
There should, of course, be judicial routes of appeal from their deei- 
sions, but these State agencies should not be in a position where their 
decisions may be made ineffective by a Federal administrative ruling. 

The State education agencies and institutions should not be given 
work to do at all unless they are in a position to do it better than the 
Federal officials can do it and, once such work is assigned, they should 
be given freedom to perform it. They should be responsible to the 
Federal Government for fiscal accounting and over-all performance, 
but not for the reporting of factual details of individual cases, for 
details of administration or for clearance of methods for achieving 
results. 

Let the Federal officials define the results sought in areas of admin- 
istration where State and local agencies can get results more effect ively 
and economically than can the Federal Government ; then let the State 
and local agencies act under broad outlines of delegated authority. 

It appears that S. 1940 would increase Federal controls and mul- 
tiply paper work in the school systems, institutions and other educa- 
tional establishments in the States. To cite only a few instances, under 
part X 5 (b) and part X 6 (a), it would often become compulsory to 
keep attendance records not ordinarily kept, and detailed reporting 
of them would open up additional leverage points for Federal control 
of education. 

Under part X 3 (a), even the decision as to whether the conduct or 
progress of a veteran is satisfactory according to the regularly pre- 
scribed practices and standards of the institution is left to the judgment 
of the Veterans’ Administrator rather than to the judgment of the 
institution. How can the Veterans’ Administrator decide such matters 
without close inspection of the institution’s educational program ? 

In part X 4 the approval by the State agency of educational and 
training institutions is made meaningless by the discretion given the 
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Veterans’ Administrator to add others to the approved list. These 
additions could, so far as the law is concerned, be the very institutions 
which had been rejected by the State approval agency. 

Such examples of excessive Federal administrative discretion and 
refusal to recognize any State or local decisions seriously are numerous 
throughout the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, we have not attempted to express ourselves on many 
aspects of this legislation. The extent of scholarship benefits, eli- 
gibility requirements, time limitations, and such matters are not dealt 
with here, because we believe the fundamental principles should first 
be decided. Some of these are: 

(1) That the new legislation be regarded as educational legislation 
and its benefits for veterans as educational benefits: 

(2) That the scholarships be administered with a minimum of 
Federal control of and interference with school systems, institutions, 
and other educational establishments in the States; 

(3) That the scholarship system for veterans be coordinated with 
the State and local administration of school systems, institutions, and 
other educational establishments in ways to encourage State and local 
autonomy in education ; 

(4) That final accreditation of school systems, institutions, and 
other educational establishments eligible to honor veterans’ scholar- 
ships be determined by the States; 

(5) That final judgment of the success or failure of a veteran in 
his educational work be determined by the accredited school system, 
institution, or other educational establishment in which he is enrolled 
or, in exceptional cases, by a State agency established for this purpose. 

We commend to you in connection with these prince iples, Mr. Chair- 
man, many of the features of S. 3996 of the Eighty-first Congress. 
Such provisions as section 207 of that bill, which establishes a method 
for payment of scholarship stipends, are worthy of serious study. 
By comparison, Mr. Chairman, there is much reason to believe that 
the GI bill amendment before us is in many respects a less desirable 
approach, is premature in view of the results already uncovered by 
the investigation now underway in the House of Representiitives, and 
does not promise to do for the education of veterans what really ought 
to be done. 

I would like to express appreciation again, Mr. Chairman, for your 
willingness to listen to these views, and I would like your permission 
to submit for the ree ord a limited number of valu: able suggestions we 
have received from State and local educational officials on this 
problem. 

Thank you. 

The Crarman. The committee will be glad to have you dothat. I 
want to thank you for your very careful statement here this morning. 
It has been very helpful to this committee. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Conurn. Mr. Chairman, I have the usual question of Senator 
Ives, who is not here this morning. 

Were you consulted in the drafting of S. 1940? 

Dr. Funier. No; as I pointed out in the testimony, so far as I know, 
none of these groups were consulted. 

I would like to comment just a little further, Mr. Chairman, if I 
might, in view of the testimony previously given on some of these 
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points, on two or three of these points which I have not yet commented 
upon. 

The Carman. We will be glad to have your comments. 

Dr. Futxer. In the first place, I believe that the benefits given to 
veterans of the Korean conflict, and subsequent provisions, cert: ainly 
ought not to be lowered too much. We have not expressed any opinion 
as to the exact amount of benefits, but certainly this proposed amend- 
ment here is, in that regard, I believe, conservative. It cuts the 
benefits very considerably. 

Then on another point, Mr. Chairman, I believe that Mr. Elmer 
Staats of the Bureau of the Budget, in his official agency statement, 
made a comment which would be very well accepted, I would judge, 
by educational people throughout the States. He said: 

Additional legislation in this field should take into account the further strides 
which we have made in the United States in providing greater opportunities 
tor educational and vocational training, and for freedom from want when early 
disability or death strike down the wage earner in the family. 


And he further stated: 

General programs in which veterans participate may well be of greater value 
than programs designed only for veterans. 

In other words, there are scholarship bills before the Congress, and 
although we would take no position on this, I have not conferred 
with the people I would want to confer with before taking a position 
on it, it seems to me that the scholarship theme ought to be explored 
in connection with scholarships for veteran students. 

You see, veteran students, when they enter a college or university, 
or take work in an accredited trade school or school system, are 
students like other students. They meet the same requirements as 
other students. You cannot tell one from another when you walk 
into the classroom. 

The idea that Federal officials should be down there seeing how 
this student does, but not worrying about the student on his right 
or the student on his left, just does not make sense to most of us 
who are concerned with the administration of educational institu- 
tions. We do not know all the answers to those things. We would 
be the first to admit that. 

But there are very large numbers of college and university students 
who are approximately “of the same age and going to school under 
the same circumstances as veteran students are. We think that the 
two things ought to be considered very carefully together, as the 
Bureau of the Budget has suggested. 

The Cuamman. We thank you for your recommendations. If you 
have any additional suggestions to make, you may do so at any time 
before the committee closes its hearings. 

Dr. Futzer. I would like to take advantage of that very generous 
offer, Mr. Chairman, perhaps to check back with some of the State 
superintendents of public instruction and some of the State commis- 
sioners of education, and with the State-approval agencies, and submit 
somewhat more definite ideas on some of the details that we have not 
testified to here today. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to offer, for the record, a letter 
which was addressed to me from Mr. Ruff, supervisor of veterans 
education, Nebraska State Depattment of Public Instruction; a letter 
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addressed to me from M. George A. Riley, president of the Missouri 
Association of Schools Administrators: and a letter addressed to me 
from the committee on veterans’ training contracts, Missouri Asso- 
ciation of School Administrators, sir. 

The Cuairman. Without objection, they will be received for the 
record. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 

STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Lincoln 9, Nebr., September 15, 1951. 
Dr, EnGArR FULLER, 
Erecutive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington 6, D.C. 

Dear Dr. FULLER: Your special delivery letter arrived while I was away from 
the office for several days. Its contents were phoned me and I dispatched the 
telegram to you. Saturday was such a busy day, I couldn't get an opportunity to 
dictate my reply, so here goes in longhand. I hope it’s intelligible. 

In the first place I have no objection to some sort of educational and training 
benefits for Korean war veterans. Rather, I feel that the Congress should 
provide some plan of educational benefits to those veterans. Experience, with 
more than 5 years’ operation as a State approval agency, leads me to conclude 
that Public Law 346 or part VIII, the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, 
with its many amendments, VA interpretations, VA instructions, VA manuals, 
VA R. & P. R.’s, Solicitors’ opinions, Administrators’ decisions, ete., ete., etc., did 
accomplish much in providing the educational and training benefits to veterans, 
but did so amidst a maze of ndministratrative detail, confusion, and paper work. 
The administration of Public Law 346 is much improved by the VA these days 
over what it was earlier. Yet the administration is not clearly defined and is 
open to myriads of interpretations. A few cases will suffice: 

1. Barber OJT (on-the-job-training) was eliminated from five North Central 
States long before it was dropped in other States. I understand some States 
still have it. 

2. Some regional VA offices freely approved applications for flight training. 
Others were “tough as nails.” 

3. For all its regulating, the VA did not prevent abuses in the program. 
These abuses were reported by the Congress itself, the VA, the Teague com- 
mittee, and the General Accounting Office. The States also were not blameless, 
However, the VA chose to deal directly with the States with no coordination 
through the United States Office of Edueation. Hence the State had little 
experience to go on in the early days of the program. 

So, Public Law 346 was far from perfect despite all the efforts to make it 
more so. 

The new bill, S. 1940, is obviously the administration bill to extend educa- 
tional and training benefits to Korean veterans. It is primarily an amend- 
ment to the original act and provides the benefits in much the same way as 
Public Law 346. 

However, rather than work in the direction of simplification, ease in admin- 
istration, and safeguards to prevent abuses, the bill actually makes the adminis- 
tration of the benefits far more involved and complicated. It gives the VA more 
power. It does not clearly define the function of the State agencies, and clearly 
holds a whip over the heads of the State agencies by definition of what may and 
may not be approved. 

I was not able to find my printed copy of S. 1940. It’s been making the rounds of 
the various offices and was lost for the time being. 

Part XI includes statements as to eligibility. The statement, “exclusive of any 
period he was assigned to a civilian institution for a course of education or 
training under the Army, the Navy, or the Air Force which course was substan- 
tially the same as established courses offered to civilians * * *, is not clear. 
Later in the same paragraph the age of 23 is named as a division between those 
whose education was presumed to have been interrupted and those who must 
prove it. I can see no justification for this “and provided further.” 

3 (a) after the “provided” speaks of initiating his course. Will this also in- 
clude the VA definition of initiation which included continuous training? 
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From this point on, all power is granted the Administrator. Aside from a 
little reference to a State approval agency, the Administrator is empowered, 
among other things, to 

1. Discontinue a course when he finds that the veteran’s conduct and progress 
is unsatisfactory. (This gives him all power. The institution might have no 
say in the matter. The law puts this outside the realm of the State approval 
agency’s responsibilities. ) 

2. Refuse approval of a course elected or commenced by a veteran which is 
avocation or recreational in character. (Should not a State approval agency 
have the responsibility in this matter?) 

3. Overrule the approval actions of the State approval agency—both to refuse 
to award benefits to veterans in State-approved schools he doesn’t like and to 
award benefits to veterans in schools not State approved. Why have a State 
agency if the administrator’s judgment will prevail. 

4. Provide payments under several options: (a) Half tuition if veteran elects 
to receive subsistence, (0) full tuition if veteran waives subsistence. This 
option in itself will increase administration markedly. At present every stu- 
dent's full tuition is paid. Subsistence is also paid unless over-all wages exceed 
certain levels. Now an option is to be given the veteran. From the standpoint 
of some schools, real headaches will develop. In addition to accounting for 
veterans and nonveterans they'll have half-rate veterans and full-rate veterans. 
New problems in accounting will arise in the business office of every school. 
Chance for error will greatly increase. 

5. May penalize a school if it fails promptly to notify the VA of a veteran’s 
interruption. If the school does interrupt the veteran, he may not get back in 
school. So, the school’s on the spot. 

6. Will pay subsistence of at least one or two more rates than are the 
“ase at present. More administration required. 

The law defines full-time training in trade and technical courses at 36 hours 
or more per week. This leaves no opportunity for the State to make its deter- 
mination. Most courses of this kind are considered full time when 30 hours per 
week are given. 

Paragraph 9 leaves no doubt as to the Administration's strangle hold on the 
program. Even the GAO couldn't make heads or tails of the program when they 
tried to audit it. 

The remainder of the bill includes most of the provisions now in Public Law 
346 and its many amendments. On the whole, they’re workable. 

The best feature of S. 1940 is the provision not to pay schools directly for 
books, supplies, and training equipment. This will eliminate one chance for 
graft and collusion. 

We have no quarrel with the local VA office. It is excellent, and is staffed 
by fine people. They do conscientiously follow the R. & P. R.’s, but use a little 
common sense when doing so. We get along well at the regional office level. 

However, it is the central office, at Washington that gives us the trouble. It 
puts out sheaves of rules, regulations, and interpretations. They have been 
successful in enacting into law provisions which require State agencies to for- 
ward to central office, through channels, every request for a new course or a 
change of course. Who are we, I wonder, when we can’t make an educational 
decision, but must refer it to General Gray’s office in Washington? 

To summarize: 

1. I am in favor of legislation designed to provide educational and training 
benefits to Korean war veterans. 

2. I am not in favor of the proposed method of providing such benefits as 
suggested in 8S, 1940. 

3. There is yet time for more study. There is no urgency for the Senate 
to act on a bill at this time. Rather, the Congress should charge agencies 
closely involved in the administration of the GI bill to find a better solution. 

4. I’m confident that a better bill can be drafted—one that is simpler of 
administration and less subject to abuse. 

Thank you for this opportunity to set down some of my ideas on 8. 1940. Best 
wishes to you. 

Sincerely, 
OrTTo G. RUFF, 
Supervisor of Veterans Education, 
Nebraska State Department of Public Instruction. 
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MISSOURI ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ TRAINING CONTRACTS, 
Washington, Mo., August 30, 1951. 
Mr. EpGar FULLER, 
National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. FULLER: We believe that the institutional on-the-farm training pro- 
gram is one of the very best educational programs operated by the Veterans’ 
Administration. It has resulted in much valuable training for veterans of 
World War Il. For some time, however, certain unwise and discriminatory 
practices arbitrarily decreed by the Veterans’ Administration have tended to 
lessen the respect for the program that it should enjoy. 

In order to get the institutional on-the-farm training program started, the 
Veterans’ Administration made definite commitments to the schools that agreed 
to operate the program. On numerous occasions since the plan was inaugurated 
the amount of payments to the schools and the rules governing payments have 
been changed despite the protest of the State Department of Education of Mis- 
souri and similar departments in other States. 

After a veterans’ farm-training program is once started in a community, it is 
virtually impossible to discontinue it without serious injury to the veterans who 
have made heavy investments in livestock, farm machinery, and farm land. On 
account of this fact, schools of Missouri and elsewhere have patriotically con- 
tinued the operation of the LOFT service for the benefit of the veterans despite 
a growing feeling among local administrators that unwise and unilateral action 
on the part of some of the officials of the Veterans’ Administration is under- 
inining what is otherwise a program of great direct value to the veterans inter- 
ested in becoming successful farmers and great indirect value to all consumers 
of farm preducts. 

The committee on veterans’ training contracts of the Missouri Association 
of School Administrators has attempted to find out the strong points of the pro- 
gram as well as the weak points that need to be corrected. All administrators 
ol the program at the local level in Missouri as well as representatives of the 
State Department of Education of Missouri and of the regional office of the 
Veterans’ Administration have been given opportunity to express their opinions 
on the merits and defects of the program either by ballot and letters or by per- 
sonal conference. 

Up to August 30, 150 schools out of 232 had voted their convictions on the 
questions submitted in our first questionnaire. A detailed tabulation of the 
balloting on the 15 questions is available if you desire to see it. 

At the August 15 meeting of the members of our committee with President 
George A, Riley of the Missouri Association of School Administrators and repre- 
sentatives of the State Department of Education, it was decided to acquaint 
you with the grass roots opinions of the schools that are actually operating the 
program and to invite your organization to assist in formulating further legis- 
lative proposals that will tend to eliminate some of the evils and injustices 
that have arisen. 

The recommendations of our committee are based on returns from more than 
62 percent of all the schools operating the institutional on-the-farm training 
program in Missouri. Some of these recommendations are given below. Pro- 
gressive schoolmen are not entirely satisfied with any program. There is always 
room for improvement. Missouri schoolmen have decide by a vote of 140 to 2 
that changes should be made in the institutional on-the-farm training program. 
This large majority indicates that several changes in the institutional on-the- 
farm training contracts need to be made. 

1. Missouri local school administrators have voted 110 to 30, with 8 others 
qualifying their votes, that the $1.25 per veteran rate of reimbursement is in- 
sufficient in their communities to pay the reasonable costs of building operation, 
depreciation, and rent. Some of the schools operating veterans training pro- 
grams deal directly with the Veterans’ Administration. For others the State 
Department of Education signs contracts. At one time the high schools operating 
the institutional on-the-farm training program in Missouri obtained reimburse- 
ment either on the basis of actual cost, providing claims were substantiated by 
reasonably detailed calculations, or on the basis of a flat rate of $1.25 per vet- 
eran. At the present time every Missouri high school operating the institutional 
on-the-farm training program under the State contract with the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration is compelled to accept the $1.25 rate despite the fact that many 
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schools have costs exceeding this amount and had higher costs at the time 
they were compelled over their protests and over the protests of the State De- 
partment of Education to accept a reduction in reimbursement from actual 
cost to $1.25. This reduction is the result of a ruling of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration that local schools under a State program must all accept $1.25 or all 
must submit detailed cost calculations. Some schools dealing direct with the 
Veterans’ Administration are reimbursed at a rate of more than $1.25 per 
veteran for certain types of vocational training. The denial by the Veterans’ 
Administration of the right of any school to obtain full reimbursement for costs 
is a clear violation of the intent of Congress. 

Schoolmen consider the action which limits reimbursement to $1.25 to be 
arbitrary in nature and a violation of the pledge of the Veterans’ Administration 
to pay actual costs to schools operating the program. School Administrators 
of Missouri have voted 110 to 28, with 4 qualifying their votes, that each school 
should be given the option of receiving reimbursement at the rate of $1.25 or 
actual cost. The sensible formula formerly used to determine actual costs for 
public schools has been discarded. The proposed calculation method recently 
set up by the Veterans’ Administration requires so much unavailable information 
that it will be impossible for scores of schools to use this formula. If the Vet- 
erans’ Administration compels the use of this intricate device in order that 
schools may obtain fair compensation, the intent of the law will be thwarted 
and hundreds of schools throughout America will be forced to accept less than 
cost reimbursement. 

It was reported by a State Department of Education official that one superin- 
tendent had calculated actual costs for his school and found them to be $3.20 
instead of the $1.25 all Missouri schools are now required to accept by edict of 
the Veterans’ Administration. On the basis of replies to our first question- 
naire, we are confident that many other schools are also receiving less than 
actual cost for service rendered. We believe, however, that the majority of the 
Missouri schools concerned would be willing to accept a flat rate of $2.50 
for next year even though this amount of reimbursement will be less than 
cost for many schools. 

2. By a vote of 139 to 4 with 4 other administrators qualifying their votes, 
the superintendents of Missouri favor full reimbursement for loss resulting from 
the breakage of equipment or damage to buildings by trainees. One hundred 
percent of all superintendents who have sent in ballots since the tabulation of 
April 24 favor this proposal. It is not fair to the resident students in the 
regular high school training program to be deprived of the use of equipment 
that has been broken by nonresident trainees. The cost of replacement should 
be borne by the Veterans’ Administration, providing that the local school uses 
reasonable precautions to prevent breakage and damage. 

3. Although reimbursement for the extra time spent by local superintendents, 
local vocational agriculture teachers, and loeal janitors in connection with the 
institutional on-the-farm training program was formerly paid, the central office 
of the Veterans’ Administration has arbitrarily decided that: 

(1) It “will not pay a part of the regular full-time salary of the superin- 
tendent to the school district, as such expense as the salary of the superin- 
tendent would be incurred whether or not veterans were in training.” (Quota- 
tion is from a letter of Frank M. Page of the Veterans’ Administration, dated 
July 27, 1951.) 

The above-stated policy is a direct violation of the Veterans’ Administration’s 
pledge to pay for all costs of the institutional on-the-farm training program. No 
worth-while program runs itself. The local superintendent must devote many 
hours to performing administrative functions pertaining to the program. There 
are two things to be considered in discussing this problem. 

The school district should receive prorated reimbursement for the actual 
cost of the services of the superintendent that is diverted from the school’s 
regulur program by the added duties made necessary by the veterans’ training 
program. The failure of the Veterans’ Administration to reimburse the local 
district for this diverted time simply means that the district is being arbitrarily 
forced to pay a part of the debts of the Veterans’ Administration. This uni- 
lateral and unfair action on the part of the Veterans’ Administration clearly 
violates the law which states that reimbursement shall be fair and reasonable. 

(2) The Veterans’ Administration in defending its position claims that “it 
has not been shown that additional duties outside of the regular duties of the 
superintendent are performed or are necessary to the extent that additional 
salary should be paid by the Veterans’ Administration in addition to regular 
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salary received by the superintendent from the regular school program.” (Quoted 
from the same letter mentioned above.) 

This statement is indicative of the fact that the Veterans’ Administration is 
either grossly ignorant of or grossly indifferent to the facts. 

Our committee has made a very careful survey of this matter. Missouri ad- 
ministrators have by the overwhelming vote of 132 to 10 decided that “the school 
district or the administrator should receive compensation at a reasonable figure 
for the extra time of the superintendent devoted to the administration of the 
program.” 

Every ballot received since the June meeting of the Missouri Association of 
School Administrators favors this proposal. Both the local school administrator 
and the local instructor of vocational agriculture, and frequently the school 
janitor, are usually employed on a full-time 12-months basis. Reimbursement 
is allowed for the extra time of the regular janitor and the extra time of the 
regular agriculture teacher. 

School administrators recognize the value of the extra time given to the pro- 
gram by the vocational agriculture teacher, but those who have studied the 
problems of fair reimbursement know that it is absurd, illogical, and discrim- 
inatory for the Veterans’ Administration to compensate a local district for the 
extra services of one of its employees and then to deny any compensation what- 
ever to another whose added services are also necessary. 

Every vocational agriculture teacher that we know concedes that the present 
plan is discriminatory. 

Recently our committee sent out a second questionnaire to ascertain the actual 
grass roots opinion of the schools operating the institutional on-the-farm train- 
ing program concerning the provisions in the present law that gives the Veterans’ 
Administrator final authority to determine what is fair and just. That no one 
man is sufficiently well informed or wise enough to be granted such arbitrary 
power is clearly established by the replies received to date. One hundred per- 
cent of all administrators have answered “yes” to question 16, which reads 
as follows: 

Question 16. “In the event that Congress passes a new GI bill extending educa- 
tional benefits to veterans of the Korean war, do you favor making contested 
regulations issued by the Veterans’ Administration subject to review by an 
impartial, distinterested group without undue delay ?”’ 

Such unanimity of opinion of those most directly concerned indicates very 
definitely that any new legislation should provide for impartial reviews of 
Veterans’ Administration regulations without lengthy and costly court action. 

Question 17 on the second questionnaire to school superintendents reads as 
follows: 

“Do you believe that it is preferable to have the institutional on-the-farm 
training and similar educational programs channeled through the United States 
Office of Education rather than through the Veterans’ Administration?” 

Evidently the Veterans’ Administration is losing support among the schoolmen. 
While on question 17 sufficient returns are not yet in to say definitely what a 
more complete report will be, tabulations to date show 84 percent of the super- 
intendents voting “Yes.” The other 16 percent of the superintendents are divided 
in the opinions. A few have voted “no,” while the others either have qualified 
their answers or have stated they have no preference. This vote may be con- 
sidered as another indication that the Veterans’ Administration is out of step 
with the schools that are carrying on its educational program. 

If you have not already examined House Report No. 3253 and House Committee 
Print No. 160, we hope you will do so. In them you will find evidence of 
excessive payments for the services of heads of certain private schools and 
evidence of other unethical and discriminatory practices. 

We believe that Missouri’s institutional on-the-farm training program is one 
of the 10 best in America, but we desire to make it still better. We strongly 
favor the regular vocational training program in American high schools. We 
realize, however, that it is only one part of the total local program. We would 
very much regret to see the present discriminatory practices of the Veterans’ 
Administration become a tool in the hands of opponents of vocational training 
that can be used as a wedge to split off or weaken the entire regular vocational 
program. There is a very grave danger that the imposition of arbitrary Federal 
regulations which fail to take into account the judgment and experience of local 
administrators and local schools will undermine the support of the entire voca- 
tional program. Already we are beginning to hear from schoolmen and from 
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school board members statements to the effect that they want to have as little 
to do with programs involving Federal support as possible. If corrections of 
arbitrary and discriminatory practices are not made, the installation of worth 
while vocational programs in new schools is certain to be retarded. 

We believe our cause is just. Congressmen that we have contacted have 
expressed a sympathetic interest in our problems. These problems are not 
Missouri’s alone. They are problems of schools in every State. 

Can we count on your active support and the support of your organization 
to make a vigorous fight to eliminate the present discriminatory and unfair 
practices of the Veterans’ Administration, and to secure equitable new legislation 
pertaining to veterans of present and future wars? 

Yours very truly, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ TRAINING CONTRACTS, 
MISSOURI ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS. 
C. J. BuRGER, Chairman, 
b. A. Rogers, Member. 
IrA FE. Gruss, Member. 


MIssourRI ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOLS ADMINISTRATORS, 
Missouri STATE TEACHERS ASSOCIATION, 
Brookfield, Mo., August 29, 1951. 
Mr. Epoar FuLLER, 
National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Futter: Superintendents in the Midwest area are interested in the 
terms of contracts which will be made between State departments of education 
and the Veterans’ Administration concerning payments for institutional on-the- 
farm training classes for veterans. Missouri has 232 schools now conducting 
institutional on-the-farm training classes for veterans. The officers of our State 
association and a special committee studying this problem met with officials of 
the State department of education and decided to ask the the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration to consider three changes in making their new contracts. These changes 
are: 

1. To raise the amount allowed for each student for building operation, main 
tenance, depreciation, and rent from the present $1.25 to $2.50 per month. (We 
believe that this can be justified by checking actual costs for the past 6 months 
Also two other factors, inflation and decreased enrollments make the $1.25 
inadequate. 

2. Payment to school districts for the brenkage of power machinery and othe 
equipment by veteran classes 

Payment to school districts for time spent by the superintendent in the local 
administration of the program. (The Veterans’ Administration has ruled in the 
past that since the superintendent is a full-time employee and is charged with 
the veneral administration of the school progri 





wi that the district is not entitled 
to any program for such time as he devotes to the veterans program. ) 

The Congress of the United States and the Veterans’ Administration are to be 
congratulated for the general provisions and regulations concerning these classes. 
However, the superintendents in Missouri are unanimous in agreement that the 
superintendents of public schools in the United States should have a greater voice 


in determining policies and regulations governing veterans’ classes which are a 


part of their school system and for which they have certain responsibilities. We 
believe that in the enactinent of new legislation concerning Korean veterans that 
the National Association of School Administrators should be consulted. Future 


‘ 


support by superintendents for Federal aid for education will be influenced by the 
nature of their experience in dealing with the Federal Government in the opera 
tion of classes for veterans. 
We will appreciate your support in bringing about these changes in veteran 
contracts which are now in the process of being completed. 
c 


Sincerely yours, 
Georce A. Ritey, President. 


The Criairman. Thank you. 
Our next witness is Mr. Charles A. Parker, executive director of the 
National Aviation Trades Association, 
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STATEMENT ‘OF CHARLES A. PARKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL AVIATION TRADES ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Parker. We appreciate the opportunity, gentlemen, to be 
present. I have a particular case to state in connection with the matter 
of flight training in connection with the GI training activities. 

My name is Charles A. Parker. I am serving as executive director 
of the National Aviation Trades Association representing some 1,000 
flying and ground schools engaged in veteran training throughout 36 
States. 

We do not favor S. 1940. It has been our hope that if any new 
benefits were extended to future veterans that a completely new ver- 
sion of the World War II law would be written with an effort made to 
improve the whole base on which such training rests in the light of 
experience gained during the past 6 years. 

The existing law (though some improvement came in Public Law 
610 of 1950) has been a constant source of bickering, threats, irregu- 
larities, and restrictions with discouragement of veterans possessing 
entitlement and circumvention by the administrating agency, of the 
original intent through their own vast and complicated interpretations 
of the law and all this in the face of the fact that many institutions 
were originally urged to participate in GI training. 

The situation finally became, as you know, the subject of investiga- 
tion by a special committee now functioning in the House. S. 1940 
does not appear to cure the ills of the present law, nor does it lessen 
domination of the Veterans’ Administration over the welfare of the 
schools. Rather, it represents increased restriction and more control 
by the Administration. 

Actually, our association wonders what business the VA has in the 
field of education other than to determine the extent of any veteran’s 
entitlement. The framework for complete control, the conduct and 
the establishment of standards in the field of education already exists 
in the respective States. Certainly greater cognizance should be 
taken of this in any new law. 

We note the limitation in age, extent of training and tuition appear- 
ing in S. 1940. While we may be accused of selfish interest as a school 
group, we are still unable to construe this to be either fair or sensible 
in light of the value of past training that has been acknowledged from 
time to time by the VA and by national leaders. This training has 
been an asset to the individual and to the Nation. We should not be 
too hasty in applying such limitation as S. 1940 proposes. 

Regarding the provisions of S. 1940 that impose standards on the 
schools, some of these we agree are desirable and should be incorpo- 
rated in any new law. However, they are desirable only insofar as 
they incorporate certain standards established in Public Law 610 of 
last year. We do not, however, want further limits now appearing in 
S. 1940 that hark back to restrictions VA attempted to inject into 
Public Law 610 and which were proved to the Congress to be un- 
desirable. 

In the matter, for example, of raising weekly attendance for those 
trade and technical courses given on a clock-hour basis. from 30 to 36 
hours per week, this again is not in line with the 30-hour standard 
written into Public Law 610 after much thrashing out by many organi- 
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zations concerned. In fact, Public Law 610 raised this from 25 
hours. Thirty-six hours therefore is undesirable to us. 

While on the subject of standards let me point out that the flight 
schools, incidentally, are probably the most regulated group in exist- 


ence. In addition tothe VA and the State board of education require- 


ments, we must prescribe to substantial rules and regulations of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

I might add, too, the rules of State aviation commissions in addition 
to all this. 

We note that no impartial body has been created in 8. 1940 to which 
veteran or school may turn to assist in solving regulatory interpreta- 
tions that VA has constantly promulgated “and. imposed. This is 
needed if VA continues in the training field. These interpretations 
have been a current source of trouble between veterans, schools, and 
VA and has resulted in a constant harassment of Members of Congress 
by both schools and veterans who, under the present law, could find 
no other source for help. Some improvement was afforded, however, 
in the matter of contract problems through Public Law 610, which 
was desperately needed, but this does not appear in S. 1940. 

We are very much concerned over the renewed attempt in S. 1940 
to strike at flight training. Some 3 years ago, VA took it upon them- 
selves to belittle and decry this category of activ ity. Such training 
was branded among other things as being akin to dancing lessons or 
bartending. If I recall properly, effort was made to eliminate it 
entirely as being an avocation or recreation and of no value. This 
was saved, however, through the Thomas amendment, by considerable 
work on the part of veterans as well as schools who had geared them- 
selves in good faith to GI training. The result was to permit flight 
courses to be taken provided the veteran could show intended use 
through a system of affidavits. This was later written into Public Law 
610 and presently exists. 

The reinclusion of flight training as an avocation and recreation in 
S. 1940 and requirement for complete justification is a refusal to 
admit that such activity exists in our economy as a sound legitimate 
occupation. It evades the decisions reached after some 2 years of 
controversy and finally it refuses to recognize the great new demand 
due to mobilization existing now and lying ahead for m: ny years for 
trained airmen. The latter is, in effect, a whole new reason why 
flight training should be placed on a par with other useful occupations 
and done so without reservation. 

A further illustration of the absurdity of classing flight training 
as a recreation is seen in the following: First, the military has and 
is steadily decimating the ranks of civil aviation manpower. The 
— for a civil airman training program is now gaining momentum. 
New legislation is pending. A ‘report of the Civil Aviation Mobiliza- 
tion Committee by the Under Secretary of Commerce, just released, 
advocates that the military expand their use of civil aviation schools. 
An expanded ROTC proposal, calling for flight training with civil 
schools has no known opposition and is anticipated for the fall of 
1952 in several hundred colleges. The Air Force has recently estab- 
lished a new attitude and interest in the prescreening of flying cadet 
material by civil schools. 

In addition, the Army ground forces have recently placed con- 
tracts for instrument training with such civilian schools. These fore- 
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going activities all call for instructors on an ever-increasing basis. 
Such instructors are today a problem. Instrument and multiengine 
pilots are in demand by a steadily increasing corporation and in- 
dustrial flying activity and, in particular by the airlines whose ad- 
vertisements have appeared on airport bulletin boards throughout the 
country, in leading newspapers, and whose hiring agents are in the 
field. 

As for agricultural flying, such as crop dusting, spraying, reforesta- 
tion, and so forth, there is no foreseeable point where demand for 
skilled pilot personnel will even begin to level off. This endeavor is 
hardly scratched. Yet despite all this, the Veterans’ Administration, 
which is undoubtedly behind 8S. 1940, has the audacity to place flight 
training in a category with bartending and dancing lessons. This one 
aspect alone represents the failure of VA to be either realistic or 
honest or to gear their thinking to the trend of the times and is 
absolutely unfair to the veteran who aspires to aviation as an oc- 
cupation and career. 

All in all, we feel, therefore, that S. 1940 is undesirable. If educa- 
tional benefits are to be extended to future veterans, they should be 
based upon recommendations of the House committee that has been 
reviewing this subject. Every effort should be made to place any 
future GI training on a sound basis where clear-cut understandings 
and minimum controversy will prevail. S. 1940 will not do this 
and should be discarded. 

Thank you. 

The Crarmman. Thank you for your statement. I think you 
have made a very effective statement there with reference to the 
points that you raise. It seems to me that the sponsors of this bill 
will be very glad to hear from the various Federal agencies if they 
have any suggestions to make with reference to the prov isions of this 
bill. The committee will be glad to hear from them. Thank you very 
much for your statement. 

Mr. Parker. Thank you, sir. 

The CHarrman. That concludes the list of witnesses. The hearing 
will now be terminated. Any additional statements that will be 
filed within a reasonable time will be incorporated in the record. 
(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., Wednesday, September 19, 1951, the 
(ore @” was closed. ) 


TAN OE 


eR PAN SABA A RE 





; 
' 
i 
' 





APPENDIX 





LerTeER FroM AERONAUTICAL TRAINING SOCIETY, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


OcToBeR 12, 1951, 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Weifare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRRAY: In response to the statement made in behalf of your 
committee welcoming comment on Senate bill S. 1940 dealing with the education 
and training of veterans in active service on and after June 27, 1950, we would 
like to submit this report. The comment which we make is in behalf of the 
group of schools in our membership which trained nearly 250,000 pilots for the 
Air Force and friendly United Nations plus roundly 150,000 pilots and tech- 
nicians in the years preceding and following World War II. Our membership 
includes roundly 180 schools and training bases in 40 States and we believe 
in sound, honest, aviation instruction where the taxpayer gets utmost value 
for his dollar and the student is enabled to obtain instruction that will qualify 
him to earn a better living in aviation or to increase his earning capacity in 
his present occupation through ability to utilize the rapid transportation service 
which aviation affords. 

It seems to us that some of the principal provisions of S. 1940 are unrealistic 
and unfair to aviation training. For instance, section (b) page 6 of the bill 
permits the Administrator to class flight training as “avocational and recrea- 
tional in character.” In places flight and glider training in the same category 
in this matter with dancing, bartending, and skiing. This definition of flight 
training is being proposed at a time our Nation is making the greatest effort of 
its history to build up defense through air power. 

There is a shortage of pilots qualified to fly executive-type planes or air- 
line copilots and flight instructors qualified in T-6 aircraft or larger, Informed 
industry sources, after studying the matter, state there is an immediate short- 
age of 5,000 pilots in these categories alone in the civil-aviation field. Call 
up of reservists and draft are further decimating the effective manpower which 
keeps civil aviation running. There is a real need for thousands more of our 
pilots to have instrument ratings. 

We are aware that the Veterans’ Administration takes the position that its 
mission is not national defense or training for national defense. However, it 
would appear that this agency ought at least to take official cognizance that 
Congress and the taxpayer are trying to develop national airpower and at 
least not formulate legislative proposals of this sort which face the practical 
effect of cutting down and narrowing the base of civil aviation skills and know- 
how on which the armed services must expand in national emergency or during 
a defense effort. 

Section © on page 5 would grant the Administrator the wide discretion in 
determining whether a given course is a normal progression in the study under- 
taken by the student. Under a procedure quite similar to this law as presently 
administered by VA, veterans graduating from commercial flight courses are 
being denied the right to take more than one advanced course after getting 
the commercial certificate. They may take a multiengine, a flight instructor, or 
an instrument course, but the plain fact is any man planning to earn his living 
as an airline pilot or copilot or as pilot of executive-type aircraft of UC—78, 18S 
class or larger, needs not only a multiengine rating but an instrument rating, 
if he is to get a job. 

Similarly the boy who aspires to a job as flight instructor in an Air Force 
basic contract flight school or a school training instrument pilots for the Army 
needs both the flight instructor and instrument ratings. To deny the student 
the right to take courses which are logical concomitants in preparation for 
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specific jobs is like telling the young man preparing to take instruction in auto- 
mobile driving, “Son, it’s all right for you to drive a car but you must learn to do 
so using only gasoline or lubricating oil. You eannot use both.” To continue 
legislative authority for the Administrator to effect unsound and illogical pro- 
cedures of this sort would be to encourage frustration for the earnest sincere 
veteran bound for a career in aviation and loss of valuable manpower in the 
Nation's civil aviation base. 

History has established firmly the worth of pilot training in civil schools. 
In the field of pilot training alone during World War II the late Gen. H. H. 
Arnold was able to gain for his country the services of 25,000 more combat air- 
men by using civilians. The average age of civilian flight instructors in USAF 
contract flight schools in World War II was about 34 years. It is higher than 
that in the current cadet training program in basic contract schools some sam- 
pling studies indicate. While VA’s position has been that national defense is 
not its mission, its training program has definite impact on national airpower 
and preparedness. If it is permitted to deny men who have fought in one war 
the right to obtain complete training to fit them for jobs as airline copilots, 
pilots of executive-type aircraft or flight instructors—younger men of combat 
age and physical qualifications will have to be used in future emergencies for 
assignments that might better be performed by older men or those with limited 
physical handicaps. 

It is apparent to all students of government that at the Federal level, arms 
of government in the same matter often move in different directions. This is 
understandable in minor matters but people in aviation wonder how at a time 
when the Defense Department is putting major emphasis on building up the 
varied elements of national airpower, VA should dismiss flight training as 
something akin to ballroom dancing, barkeeping, and skiing and propose legis- 
lative provisions, the obvious intent of which is to restrict and sharply curtail 
flight training. We suggest that Congress in its wisdom ought to reject again, as 
it has several times in years past after due consideration, VA’s assumption 
that flight training is in essence avocational. 

If VA were to appoint a qualified competent aviation training advisory com- 
mittee consisting of persons of recognized industry standing in the transport, 
manufacturing, fixed-base operator, executive pilot and training school phases 
of aviation to aid in determining what a realistic and useful training program 
should consist of, the taxpayer would get his money’s worth and the veteran 
would be more practically and directly qualified for working jobs. 

Too often the GI program is looked at alone from the standpoint of the boy 
who wants academic education. We cannot all be lawyers or government econ- 
omists or college professors. We need in peace and war men trained to work 
with their hands. We need men to fly airplanes and men to keep them flying. 
Yet S. 1940 (p. 12, sec. (b)) wants to raise the full-time course requirement 
for trade schools on clock-hour basis “below the college” level to 36 hours a week. 
Full-time courses for college students in most academic institutions is 15 to 18 
hours of classroom work. Why 36 hours in an aviation technical school fer 
example? The first 24% pages of the April 1, 1951, CAA list of certificated mechanic 
schools (the latest published list) contains names of 27 schools. Names of 
seven of those schools have been crossed out in red ink indicating they have 
closed their doors. More tech and flight schools are closing every month. This 
is no time to raise sharply the number of hours required for classifying as full- 
time instruction. Those CAA-approved airplane and engine mechanic. schools 
which are now on a 30-hour basis should continue to be regarded as giving 
full-time instruction. 

The shortage of airplane and engine mechanics is best illustrated by the 
fact that the personnel man of a major airline went into Boston recently with 
orders to try to employ 300 mechanics. He spent $800 in newspaper advertising 
and managed to get four. In spite of the great demand, airplane and engine 
schools closing their doors because the draft, the lack of civilian students and 
the difficulties of continuing under the VA program. They need no needless new 
problems. 

We thank you and your committee for consideration of this letter and if we can 
be of any further assistance in digging up facts on anything pertinent to avia- 
tion problems, we shall be delighted to try to aid. 

Sincerely yours, 


WayYNeE WEISHAAR, Secretary. 
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LEtTER FrRoM ASSOCIATION OF LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES ENCLOSING 
STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION IN RE A VETERANS’ EpUCATIONAL PROGRAM FOR 
THE FUTURE 

SEPTEMBER 18, 1951. 

Mr. Ray Rop@esrs, 

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Ropcers: In Mr. Thackrey’s absence from the office I am forward- 
ing to you the enclosed statement entitled “A Veterans’ Educational Program 
for the Future,” which was prepared by a special committee of this association. 
President Milton S. Eisenhower, of the Pennsylvania State College, chairman of 
the association’s legislative committee, requested that this be sent you in con- 
nection with the current hearings on this subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARIAN YAMPOLSKY 
(Mrs. Marian Yampolsky), 
Secretary to Mr. Thackrey. 


A VETERANS’ EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM FOR THE FUTURE 


On request of the chairman of the House Select Committee To Investigate the 
Veterans’ Educational Program (Representative Olin E. Teague, of Texas), an 
inquiry was sent to the heads of all land-grant institutions inviting their sug- 
gestions as to a future educational program (if any) for veterans. From these 
replies a suggested program was developed by an ad hoc committee of the asso- 
ciation, and sent to all member institutions for their comment. 

The response indicated a very substantial majority approval of the soundness 
of the proposed program. 

Responses indicate that in the initial discussions in member institutions, and 
in those of the program as formulated, a wide group of educators experienced 
in the veterans program and in general educational administration were con 
sulted. 

PREAMBLI 


The United States of America is about to embark on a program of universal 
service and training involving nearly all the young men of the country as they 
come of military age. Young women also will be involved, to an increased extent, 
on a voluntary basis. The program promises to include about 800,000 young 
nien entering annually, for periods of training and service up to 26 or 27 months. 

Barring full-scale war, most of these young men will not be in combat, will be 
furnished subsistence and clothing by the Government, and paid at a rate which 
will enable those who care to anticipate the future and are encouraged to do so 
to make substantial savings. 

The GI bill of rights of World War II, as embodied in Public Law 346, was 
adopted by a grateful Nation at the end of 4 years of full-scale war. Whatever 
its intent, it has embodied several principles in its operations: Readjustment 
to civilian life, aid to make up for lost opportunities by the individual, provision 
by the Nation to “fill the gap” of essential trained leadership created by the 
war, and additional compensation for service to the Nation. It was adopted 
after a period in which service was not universal, but selective. It is universally 
agreed that it accomplished great good for the Nation, was a constructive step 
in advance over former programs; and that it also involved excessive cost, 
some unsound principles, and unwarranted profit by many who were in no sense 
the intended beneficiaries of veterans’ legislation. 

At the level of higher education, the problems raised by a long-range veterans’ 
educational program under a system of universal service and training are 
radically different from those raised by the World War II program. At the 
end of World War II higher education for men had-been drastically curtailed 
for several years. There had been little or no expansion of facilities, and col- 
lege staffs were scattered, Millions of veterans were released from service in 
a short period of time, many of them with the desire to continue or start their 
education under the GI program. Neither the facilities nor the staffs of the 
colleges and universities were adequate to the emergency, without help from 
other than their own normal resources. Public institutions were in many in 
stances operating under budgets fixed for 2 years by legislative bodies, to meet 
war conditions, 
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Through provision for payment of established fees, private educational insti- 
tutions were generally able to recapture a higher portion of their educational 
costs than were public institutions with low fees. Private institutions with 
limited enrollments were not faced with the acute problem of plant expansion 
which faced institutions with public responsibilities ; although many of the pri- 
vate institutions accepted responsibility of expansion for the veterans program, 
and the severe financial burden involved. Amendments to the law and regula- 
tions to provide for payments of the cost of actual teaching personnel and sup- 
plies to institutions with low customary fees was necessary and just, and to 
some extent reduced the differential treatment accorded public as distinguished 
from private institutions in the aid given to meet the xpansion problem. 

A new problem 

The situation created by a universal military training and service program 
will (short of full-scale war) result in the long run in an even flow of students 
who have completed their service requirements, to the colleges and universities. 
Under these circumstances, we believe the Federal Government is no longer 
justified in making direct payments to any educational institution as part of 
a veterans program, except as special administrative or counseling services are 
requested. Payment of fees, furnishing of books and supplies and the like, 
should (so far as the institution is concerned) be the responsibility of the stu- 
dent. Public policy so far as the support of institutions as such should be 
determined entirely independent of a future veterans program not involving a 
sudden and excessive demand on institutional facilities. Should the country be 
involved in full mobilization, and another pent-up demand for educational services 
result, direct institutional compensation may again be necessary. If so, all 
institutions should be on the basis of compensation of costs or their equivalent, 
A new approach 

Since the Nation now faces a situation entirely different from what it faced 
at the end of World War II, it is time to adopt a new approach to the problem 
of legislation for those in universal military service, based on these principles: 
(1) Continued full aid or compensation to those individuals, and their families, 
who suffer physical or other handicaps through military service, (2) abandon- 
ment of postservice rewards for military service as such, except those normally 
provided for unusual acts of heroism or devotion to duty, (3) elimination of 
profiteering from any veterans program, (4) action to minimize the loss of 
highly skilled leadership involved in the enforced interruption of education at 
a critical period. 

This assumes that defense service is the duty of every citizen, and that when 
it is universal no reward should be expected or given. If special hazard is 
involved, it should be recognized by the military services during the period in 
which it is incurred. Universal extension of the principle of reward for national 
service, in our opinion, involves too high a monetary and moral cost for the 
Nation. 

We do, however, face the hard fact that we are a Nation whose high stage of ad- 
vancement and future progress depends on skilled technical and social leadership. 
Our greatest strength has been the fact that the opportunity for advancement 
is open to all, that our society is not stratified, that the poor man’s son along 
with the rich man’s son has had opportunity before him for advancement, based 
on ability. We have been far from perfect in this respect, and the rising costs 
of education in recent years have caused opportunity to be less abundant for 
young people with ability but without money. The effect of an interruption of 
two or more years in education will fall hardest on this group. Advanced age 
and maturity, the desire for normal family life, and the lack in many instances 
of a strong educational tradition, make it likely that the potentialities of many 
more of these young men will be lost to the Nation unless corrective steps are 
taken. 

The United States as a Nation cannot afford this loss. Our remarkable progress 
as a Nation has been based on the fact that a relatively high percentage of those 
with unusual ability, whatever their economic status, have been able to get the 
advanced education which permits maximum use of those abilities in scientific, 
professional, political, and community life. As our society becomes more com- 
plex, our standard of living higher, and our international responsibilities greater, 
we need an increasing—not a decreasing—percentage of able people with the 
knowledge to use their ability most effectively. This is the real basis, and the 
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only basis, for a program based on the interruption of normal life for extended 
military service. 


A LONG-RANGE PROGRAM 


We therefore recommend a permanent program to meet the conditions of the 
foreseeable future. We believe its elements to be in the natfonal interest, and 
not in the selfish interest of either institutions or individuals. They apply spe- 
cifically to higher education, as this is the field of our competence, and the 
most critical field affected by universal training and service. Specific elements 
of the program are these: 

1. That there should be a continued, adequate, and permanent educational 
program for those disabled or handicapped as the result of military service. 
Public Law 16 provides the present framework for such a program. It is unsatis- 
factory in some respects, but these can be considered separately at the appropriate 
time. 

2. Assistance should be given, on the basis of demonstrated ability regardless 
of location of service, to those whose education is substantially interrupted by 
military service. This assistance should not cover the full cost of education or be 
differentiated as to dependency, but should make it possible for any young man 
to go on with his education with the aid of his own work and resources. This 
would involve: 


Finances 


(a) Payments at the rate of $800 to $900 for an academic year of 9 months, 
going to the veteran-student on satisfactory evidence that he is enrolled in an 
accredited college or university of his choice and making satisfactory educational 
progress. 

(b) These payments would be available for four academic years (36 months) 
to all completing 24 or more months of military training and service. For those 
completing only the basic training period, no payments would be made. For 
those completing more than the basic period, but less than 24 months, benefits 
would be proportional to service beyond the established basic period (4 to 6 
months under proposed law). There would be no additional benefits for those 
serving more than 24 months. 

(c) For those desiring to continue education beyond the period above, there 
should be established a system of low-interest loans, repayable in a reasonable 
period after completion or termination of work. 

(d) Students would be eligible for educational payments only on furnishing 
satisfactory evidence of carrying substantially a full-time program and being 
in good standing as a student at an accredited college or university. 

(ec) The above payments would constitute the entire subsidy. No direct pay- 
ments would be made to institutions, or extra payments to anyone for hooks, sup- 
plies, fees, and the like. These would all be the responsibility of the veteran 
student. If educational institutions are called on to perform administrative 
services (such as payment of checks to veterans and certification of their good 
standing or provision of special counseling) they should be compensated for those 
special services by the Government, but only for those special services required 
by the Government. 

(f) While these recommendations are limited to higher education, we believe 
that no other veterans’ education or training program of any character should 
be established by the Congress, which calls for or permits compensation to the 
individual or the institution in excess of the above, except for handicapped 
veterans. 

(9) No duplication of subsidy —-No student whose education has already been 
substantially subsidized at Government expense, or who is currently receiving 
such a subsidy from other governmental programs, should receive a duplicate 
subsidy under this program. Concurrent subsidy under this program and an- 
other governmental program should be denied, and eligibility for assistance 
under this program reduced by a time period equivalent to that covered by a 
previous program involving full or substantial governmental subsidy. Thus 
those fully subsidized under the NROTC Holloway plan or its equivalent, 
those detailed to educational institutions by the military for study, recipients of 
substantial scholarships under nonmilitary Federal programs, would be covered 
by the above bar against duplication. A distinction should be made, however, 
between such programs and minor forms of aid related to duties currently per- 
formed (example, the small payments made under current Army-Air ROTC and 
Navy Contract ROTC programs) 

90832—51 10 
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Administration, differentiation of programs, policies 


(a) General.—The general administration of a program involving veterans as 
veterans, including an educational program, should remain the responsibility of 
the Veterans’ Administration. Certification of the eligibility of veterans and 
arrangements for financial payments to them can clearly be handled most effi- 
ciently only through this agency which has the responsibility for record keeping 
under all types of veterans legislation. 

(b) Administrative differentiation between educational programs.—The most 
serious difficulties in relationships between colleges and universities and the 
Veterans’ Administration in the World War II program arose out of the fact that 
basic legislation for the entire program resulted in an “across the board” set of 
administrative, regulatory, and approval standards for all types of institutions 
and programs. Experience brought specific amendments to the law covering 
certain situations (i. e., the ban on avocational and recreational training) but 
basically the situation was that regulations or administrative decisions were 
made under the assumption that all kinds of educational institutions and pro- 
grams are alike and must be subject to the same set of regulations. This flies 
directly in the face of reality. Nonprofit colleges and universities, whether 
public or private, have known and established methods and standards of accredi- 
tation. There are different, but equally well established and known, standards 
set by State laws and regulatory bodies for the regular classroom programs of 
nonprofit elementary and secondary schools, whether public or private. The 
problems involved in setting of standards and approval for institutional on-farm 
training, on-the-job training, and other programs are of an entirely different 
nature. 

Policy for higher education 

The following recommendations are made for the program as it affects higher 
education : 

(a) That there be established in law a national advisory board or commission 
to the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, to consist of nine members named by 
the President of the United States for overlapping terms of 6 years each. The 
Commissioner of Education, or the head of the Division of Higher Education, 
ex officio, should be a member of the Board. The other eight members would be 
named by the President from panels of three names submitted by each educa- 
tional organization national in scope, whose membership is based on institutional 
affiliation, with the proviso that not more than one nominee shall be chosen from 
the panel submitted by any such organization unless the name of the nominee 
also appears on the panel of another such organization. 

(b) This Board or Commission would have the following responsibilities : 

(1) To establish policies and procedures under which selection of veterans 
for educational payments would be made, on the basis of (@) demonstrated 
ability, (0) assurance of equitable distribution by States and as between 
racial groups. Such specifications for the program as are considered essential 
could be written into law. Otherwise, the decision of the Board as to policies 
to be followed in selection should be binding on the Administrator, who could 
contract with or transfer funds to other Federal agencies or State agencies for 
the necessary administrative expenses of this part of the program. 

(2) To review and pass on, prior to their promulgation, any proposed regula- 
tions affecting the veteran as a student or in his relationships as a student to 
institutions of higher education. This extends to such matters as required 
standards of attendance and progress, interruptions in training, change of course 
or curriculum or educational objective, transfers between institutions, and the 
like; but shall not extend to regulations for determining the initial eligibility 
of the veteran in terms of military service, or covering required evidence of bona 
fide status as a student in an accredited institution as a requirement for re- 
ceipt of payment. Regulations within the purview of the Board could be promul- 
gated without prior Board approval only on certification by the Administrator 
that the regulation in question was considered by him to be essential to the 
administration of the law, that it had been submitted to the Board with reason- 
able time for action, and either that it had been rejected by the Board or that 
the Board had failed to act within a reasonable time. 

Promulgation by the Administrator of any regulation on which the Board 
had voted negatively when it was submitted for approval shall be considered 
prima facie evidence of intent by the Administrator to nullify the intent of 
Congress that he shall not interfere in educational matters, and appeal to 
the Federal courts for determination of the validity of the regulation in the 
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light of the intent of Congress may be made by an individual or educational 
institution affected by the regulation. 

Note.—It is believed that so long as educational payments are made to in- 
dividual veterans, who are responsible for payment of their own fees and the 
like, few regulations will be necessary, and these may be easily arrived at by 
consultation between the Board and the Administrator. However, the intent 
of Congress to prohibit interference with education can be assuredly sustained 
only when the right to appeal to the courts is open, 


OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 


1, Relationship with other scholarship proposals 


There are substantial arguments for a program of Federal scholarship aid 
to students, on the basis of ability and need, without reference to military 
service. The potential abilities represented, particularly, by young women 
who ordinarily do not enter military service in large numbers, are stressed 
in this connection. The above program is not designed to meet the needs 
pointed out by those who favor a general scholarship program. It is intended 
to meet the special and added problem caused by the enforced interruption 
of education for military service. A program to correct inequalities or de- 
ficiencies in educational opportunity not caused by enforced interruption for 
military service should, however, be prepared in the light of the provisions 
and effects of the above program, and be separately considered on its merits 
by the appropriate committees of the Congress having jurisdiction. 


2. Financial cost to the Nation 


While accurate figures are not available, the limitation of all payments to 
students under this program to $800 per academic year would, we believe, 
result in a cost per year per student of about one-half that of the World War II 
program. This is on the assumption that this amount is near the average 
of World II subsistence payments, and that the additional costs for tuition, 
books, supplies, would be eliminated, along with the administrative, con- 
tract, and accounting staffs essential to this phase of the program.’ It would also 
eliminate much costly accounting and paper work on the part of the colleges. 
The numbers participating in the program would also be very heavily reduced 
by the requirement of demonstrated ability, and by placing all responsibility 
for payment of fees and the like on the veteran student. It is probable that 
under the above conditions a maximum of 200,000 from each universal service 
class of 800,000 would participate. Assuming that all this group continued 
under the program for four academic years, the maximum annual cost after 
4 years of operation of the program would be $640 million a year (800,000 
students at any one time, times $800 annual subsidy). This is a very sub- 
stantial sum, but it is supportable by the Nation, and far less than the minimum 
possible cost of an extension of the World War II program. The addition 
of a requirement of demonstrated need for assistance would reduce the above 
materially. 

8. Time limitations 

It is recommended that, under conditions of universal military service, the 
individual completing his period of service be required to enter the above educa- 
tional program in not more than 2 years from date of discharge or release from 
active service, and that eligibility for assistance lapse after not more than 
7 years from date of discharge or release from active service. Exception to this 
rule should be made only in case of recall to active military service, in which 
ease an extension of eligibility (but not of the total period of subsidy) might be 
made to the extent of the time in military service. 

The law should also contain a provision to the effect that the President may 
by proclamation, or the Congress by joint resolution, suspend the assistance 
provided as it applies to those entering active military service after a specified 
date. No such proclamation or resolution should, however, be effective for those 
entering active military service during a period in which the Selective Service 





‘The average subsistence cost per veteran in the World War II program is $917. This 
figure includes in the average several thousand veterans who receive no subsistence pay- 
ments whatever but are counted because of tuition or similar payments made in théir 
behalf; and those who receive less than full subsistence because they are taking only part- 
time programs. The actual average full-time subsistence payment, therefore, is substan- 
tially above this figure. 
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System is operating for induction into other than a universal military training 
program, (This provision would make possible the elimination of educational 
assistance to those entering active military service as a profession or occupa- 
tion. ) 


4.. Responsibilities of the military, the student, and educators 

The above program assumes that the leaders of the armed services, the 
individuals involved, and educational leaders, will understand and carry out 
certain responsibilities. It should be clearly understood that this is not a 
program of reward for military service, but one of assistance undertaken by 
the Nation to minimize the loss to the Nation of trained leadership represented 
by an enforced interruption of education. Further, that it is not and is not 
intended to be a complete subsidy, but one which will make completion of 
education possible to those who are able to profit from it and willing by their 
own efforts to supplement it when necessary. If this is clearly understood, it is 
believed that individuals desirous of completing their education can, while in 
the armed services, accumulate sufficient funds so that (with the assistance 
provided and his own further efforts if necessary) no qualified individual will 
be denied by the requirements of military service the opportunity to carry 
on the educational program of his choice at the institution of his choice. 

Such a program is, we believe, sound in the interest of the Nation. It involves 
no threat of control over education or individuals engaged in enc fs It does 
not involve a veterans’ program in matters of either contr@ or financing of 
higher education as such. It is a clear-cut, long-range program, which would 
be eliminated when required active military service is eliminated, and come into 
operation again ‘should it be reinstituted. 


LETTER FROM COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
HARTFORD, CONN. 


SEPTEMBER 25, 1951. 
Dr. EpGar FULLER, 
Executive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington 6, D.C. 

Dear Dr. FULLER: This is in response to your letter of September 20 regarding 
S. 1940. L would call your attention, first, to the enclosed copy of a letter re- 
centiy sent by our supervisor of veterans’ education to the secretary-treasurer of 
the National Association of State Approval Agencies in which general comments 
have been made with which I am in substantial agreement. Your testimony 
exfiresses more completely and more specifically our attitude toward the existing 
program and toward the proposed extension to veterans now in service. 

It is our feeling that tremendous economies and substantially increased effi- 
ciency in the administration of the program would be effected by the following 
steps: 

1. Transfer of Federal authority on all matters affecting educational insti- 
tutions within the several States from the Veterans’ Administration to the 
United States Office of Education. 

2. Assignment of Federal educational benefits to veterans on a scholarship 
basis, with authority vested exclusively in the several States for the determina- 
tion’ of those institutions eligible to accept veterans under the scholarship plan. 

3. Legislative provision that each State be required to vest in an existing 
educational agency within the State the authority to determine the eligibility of 
educational institutions within the State to train veterans under the program; or, 
where no appropriate educational agency exists, that the governor be required 
to appoint, on the basis of professional qualification, an individual or individuals 
charged with the responsibility and vested with the necessary authority to 
determine eligibility of institutions; and, in either case, that such agency be 
empowered and required to exercise such supervision as may be necessary to 
insure maintenance of satisfactory standards of educational performance in all 
approved institutions. 

4. Provision for reimbursement of the various States by the Federal Govern- 
ment for such portion of the expense of administering the program as would not 
ordinarily be deemed necessary for adequate educational supervision within 
the State, were no program for veterans’ education in existence. It is recog- 
nized that modification of this provision would probably be necessary, in some 
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‘cases, aS a practical matter since the State should assume some financial re- 


sponsibility for the educational supervision involved with its veterans. 

5. Provision for payment, to those charged with responsibility for direct and 
indirect supervision of educational institutions, of salaries on a high enough 
scale to attract to those positions men of the highest professional training, ability, 
and integrity. 

6. Retention by the Veterans’ Administration of “supervision of the veteran” 
in all matters pertaining to determination of eligibility, issuance of scholarship 
certificates or other evidence of eligibility, vocational and educational guidance, 
changes of objective, and similar matters, provided the services of professionally 
trained personnel are obtained especially in the area of guidance. 

The National Association of State Approval Agencies has compiled a list of 
recommended changes, deletions, and additions to S. 1940, Eighty-second Con- 
gress, first session, which we have just received. It is evident that many of the 
changes embody thinking similar to that expressed in your testimony, although 
a first reading indicates that some alterations have been perhaps too hastily 
drafted. The very volume of the detailed suggestions lends weight to your 
proposal that it might be well to consider drafting an entirely new bill which will 
include the suggestions of both the National Association of State Approval 
Agencies and the National Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Please be assured of our complete sympathy with the effort to obtain a better 
bill, and of our desire to offer any assistance we can to that end. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. E. ENGLEMAN, 
Commissioner of Education. 





STATEMENT OF Mrs. MARIE JORDAN, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN, 
GoLp Star WIVES Or AMERICA 


The Gold Star Wives of America believe that the veteran of the Korean con- 
flict should definitely be assisted with his education which was interrupted when 
he entered the service, and we are, therefore, most anxious to see early action 
taken upon S8, 1940. 

As your Committee makes its study of this bill, we ask that you consider the 
inclusion of a very important amendment. There are many men who gave 
their lives on the Korean battlefront. The widows of these men are now the 
heads of their respective households, and sooner or later will be forced to seek 
employment outside the home in order to properly provide for themselves and 
their children. 

A course in stenography, bookkeeping, or some other form of vocational train- 
ing would help them greatly in assuming their responsibilities which have been 
made much greater by the death of their husbands. 

We recommend, therefore, that the widow of a man who dies in the Korean 
conflict be given the exact amount of educational training that her husband would 
have received under the provisions of S. 1940—if he had returned. 

From our daily contact with widows of deceased servicemen we see again and 
again how some form of educational training would have lightened the burdens 
of those who lost their husbands in World War II. In another 8 or 10 years— 
after their insurance payments have all been collected and they no longer receive 
social-security payments for themselves and their children—many of these 
women will be totally dependent upon the $75 per month they receive from the 
Veterans’ Administration, unless they are capable of finding suitable employment. 
How a little training now—no more than their husbands would have received if 
they had returned—would help these women to make a place for themselves in 
the business world where they must of necessity compete with the able-bodied 
veteran who has been given every opportunity to advance. 

Average age for the widow of a serviceman who died in Korea is 27 years. 
Children of the Korean serviceman range from a few months of age upward—but 
the average is 4 years old. While her children are small, the widow could arrange 
for some type of training course to equip her for gainful employment when her 
children are a little older. 

Is not the widow of a deceased serviceman as much entitled to this opportunity 
for educational training as the returning serviceman? Both are in similar 
situations. Both are now setting forth to get a new start in life. 

We would so greatly appreciate your careful consideration of this proposed 
amendment to S. 1940, which we believe would be so very beneficial to the 
fanilies of America’s deceased servicemen, 
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STATEMENT OF WALTER J. MASON, MEMBER, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, SEPTEMBER 21, 1951 


The American Federation of Labor endorses the effort of the Senate Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare to extend GI education and training benefits to 
veterans who have served on or after June 27, 1950. Action on this matter has 
been long overdue, and further delay cannot be justified in all fairness to these 
veterans, many of whom have served in the Korean conflict. Since 1944 there 
has been ample opportunity to observe the operation and evaluate the effective- 
ness of Public Law 346. During this time the American Federation of Labor 
has made its observations and evaluations, and we appreciate the opportunity 
afforded to us by the committee to present our statement. 

The over-all benefits that the veterans of World War II, as well as the Nation 
as a whole, have derived from the GI bill must be recognized by every fair-minded 
citizen. Untold numbers of veterans who might otherwise have been unable 
to obtain an education have been able to do so with the assistance of GI benefits. 
As a result of the various GI training programs, many veterans have acquired 
trades and skills that have enabled them to secure higher standards of living. 
However, as in any program that involves over $14 billion and close to 9 million 
people, there is considerable room for improvement in the education and train- 
ing provisions of the GI bill. The prevalent abuses—abuses which have often 
been a fraud upon the veteran and a theft from the taxpayer—have been pointed 
out not only by members of the trade-union movement but by congressional com- 
mittees and the Veterans’ Administration. In the light of world developments— 
the war in Korea, a standing United States Armed Force of 314 million men, and 
our manpower commitments to the North Atiantic Treaty Organization—we fore- 
see the education and training of veterans as a long-term program. It is thus im- 
perative that the abuses that have existed under Public Law 346 be eliminated and 
the veterans education and training program be extended on sound principles. 

One of the main concerns of the American Federation of Labor in the GI bill is 
in the field of manual and technical training—the trade schools, on-the-job train- 
ing, and apprenticeship training. It is in this field, where over half of the GI 
training has been given, that the abuses have been most frequent. 

The committee is already familiar with the stories of the profit trade schools. 
Thousands of such schools sprang up after 1944 with the sole aim of making a 
quick killing from the thousands of veterans seeking vocational training. The 
graft and corruption that took place among the profit trade schools has been veri- 
fied by the Veterans’ Administration and the General Accounting Office. Many 
trade-unions have reported that the graduates of the GI trade schools are unable 
to qualify for the trade. In some instances as high as 95 percent of the graduates 
of certain trade schools have been forced to look for work along lines other than 
the one for which they trained. The present shortage of manpower in some of 
the skilled trades is further evidence that much of the training was of poor 
caliber and has not contributed in any great measure to the defense production 
effort. 

In many cases, on-the-job training has been little more than a subsidy for em- 
ployers’ payrolls. Establishments, ranging from pool halls to banks and insur- 
ance companies, have employed veterans under the guise of on-the-job training. 
As a result they were able to pay cheap wages, with the Government footing the 
bill for the difference. The actual training that the veteran received is highly 
questionable. 

Some of the less publicized abuses in yeterans’ training have been in the 
apprenticeship program under the GI bill. Sound standards of apprenticeship 
training, which have been developed over the years by the Bureau of Appren- 
ticeship Training, United States Department of Labor, in cooperation with the 
American Federation of Labor, have been ignored by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. Apprenticeship programs under the able sponsoring of Federal and 
State apprenticeship agencies have been circumvented by Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration officials, thus making it difficult to maintain minimum apprenticeship 
standards. However, we would like to point out that in the thousands of bona 
fide apprenticeship training programs there have been few complaints and prac- 
tically no abuses. 

The question may well be asked: Why have such conditions in the Veterans’ 
training program been allowed to exist and what brought them into being? 

The roots of the problem lie in the existing method of approving and super- 
vising training institutions and programs and the lack of cooperation between 
the Veterans’ Administration and organizations that have had years of expe- 
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rience in vocational and apprenticeship training. In the 1950 Convention of 
the American Federation of Labor, the Executive Council reported : 

“* * * On the whole, there have been practically no functional relations 
between veterans’ training and the trade-union movement, or between veterans’ 
training and the Federal apprenticeship program. * * * Men have been 
registered in trade schools which have little or no connection with a craft for 
which the worker allegedly is being trained. There has been little considera- 
tion given by counselors of the potentialities for employment in the crafts 
in which they have been advising veterans to take training.” 

Under the present law, the approval and supervision of training institutions 
and programs is delegated to the States. The States in turn appoint approving 
agencies. Public Law 346, as well as paragraph 4 of S. 1940, states that the 
Administrator, whenever he deems possible, shall use the facilities of the State 
apprenticeship agencies in training on the job when such training is of 1 year’s 
duration or more. According to an information bulletin from the Office of 
Vocational Rehabilitation and Education, dated February 3, 1950, there are 32 
States in which the authority to approve all institutional, on-the-job, and ap- 
prenticeship training is vested in a single agency, usually the board of educa- 
tion. Regardless of the sincerity and competency of the people in boards of 
education, few of them have had any experience in yocational training. With- 
out consultation with the Federal or State apprenticeship committees, the trade- 
union groups in the State, and other qualified vocational training people, the 
approving agencies embarked on a veterans’ training program that departed 
from any semblance of sound vocational training principles and methods. Often, 
with the encouragement of Veterans’ Administration officials who merely wanted 
to establish as many training facilities as possible with no regard for the 
caliber of training, they approved trade schools that did not teach a trade; they 
authorized on-the-job training that offered no practical training; and they per- 
mitted apprenticeship training that was not in accord with Federal and State 
apprenticeship standards. 

In order to eliminate the abuses that have existed in the veterans’ training 
program, S. 1840 must reach into the very heart of the situation that has con- 
tributed to the abuses. It must place the training program in the hands of 
qualified people. The American Federation, in its desire to secure future vet- 
erans in the program the high level of training that they deserve, offers the 
following recommendation to the committee: Paragraph 4 of S. 1940 be changed 
to read: 

“From time to time the Administrator shall secure from the appropriate 
agency of each State a list of the educational and training institutions (exclud- 
ing industrial establishments), within such jurisdiction, which are qualified to 
furnish education and training, which institutions shall be deemed qualified 
and approved to furnish education and training to such persons as shall enroll 
under this part: Provided, That all institutions offering instruction in manual 
and mechanical training must be approved by the State agency in conjunction 
with and advisory committee, established on State and local levels, composed 
of representatives of labor and industry: Provided further, That the Admin- 
istrator, from time to time, shall secure from the State apprenticeship council, 
or the Federal committee on apprenticeship if no State agency exists, a list 
of all industrial establishments, within such jurisdiction, which are qualified 
and equipped to furnish apprenticeship and other training on the job, which 
establishments shall be deemed qualified and approved to furnish training to 
such persons as shall enroll under this part.” 

The effect of this provision would be to place the approval and supervision 
of all on-the-job and apprenticeship training in the hands of people who have 
successfully handled such programs for many years. The veteran will be assured 
of proper training and supervision on the job and will be able to look forward 
to gainful employment in the field for which he trains. The opportunity to 
exploit veterans or subsidize payrolls will be eliminated, as it always has been 
under bona fide apprenticeship programs. 

The approval and supervision of trade schools by a committee of labor and 
industry representatives, working in cooperation with the appropriate State 
agency, Will have considerable effect in weeding out those schools that offer 
little or no training. Men who work at the trade and emplovers in the trade 
are far more qualified to judge the merits of a trade schood than an employee 
of a board of education or the Veterans’ Administration, whose knowledge of 
vocational education is usually superficial. 
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In regard to the general policy that apparently guided the drafting is S. 1940, 
the American Federation of Labor feels that it is neither justifiable nor equitable 
to deny veterans serving on or after June 27, 1950, the same benefits that were 
granted to World War II veterans. Many of the veterans who will be covered 
by the proposed legislation will have served in Korea. The sacrifices made and 
the hardships endured by our servicemen battling the Communists in open war- 
fare have been equal, if not greater in many instances, to those in World 
War Il. Many of the veterans that will be covered by S. 1940 are now serving 
in Europe, within the shadow of Soviet militarism. We see no valid reason 
for discrimination against these veterans. 

It is extremely doubtful that by making the veteran pay one-half of his tuition 
the GI bill will tend to become “self-policing.” The expenditure of Government 
funds entails the responsibility by the Government rather than the recipient 
to see that the funds are applied in accordance with the intent of the authorizing 
legislation. We feel that economy can be attained by eliminating the graft and 
corruption, $2,625,232 being discovered in audits made by the General Accounting 
Office in the schools of one State, and not by cutting the tuition payments and 
shortening the length of training available to the veteran. 

The administrative difficulties and the possibility of unfair decisions involved 
in the “interruption of training” clause in S. 1940 causes us to recommend its 
elmination from the bill. Experience in the early days of Public Law 346 
prompted similar action. The only qualifying considerations for benefits should 
be the desire of the veteran to acquire education or training and the attainment 
of satisfactory progress toward his objective. 

There are provisions in S. 1940 that tend to discriminate against veterans 
enrolied in apprenticeship and on-the-job training programs. Paragraph 6, 
section (a), lines 18-19 on page 11, provide a lower level of subsistence pay- 
ments for enrollees in part-time institutional training, on-the-job training, and 
apprenticeship training. We believe that the provisions regulating subsistence 
payments should be uniform for all veterans, regardless of the type of training 
or program in which they are enrolled. The maximum income that a veteran 
may derive from subsistence plus productive labor, as set forth in paragraph 
6, section (a) lines 18-20 on page 12, should be the only guide for decreasing 
subsistence payments below a uniform minimum level. The formula set forth 
in paragraph 6, section (a) beginning on line 21 of page 11, which reduces the 
subsistence paid to veterans in institutional on-farm training, apprenticeship 
training, and on-the-job training every 4 months appears to be unnecessary, and 
its operation would cause undue complications. Apprentices in bona fide train- 
ing programs have their wage rates raised every 6 months (rather than 4 
months), depending on their progress. In addition, section (a) of paragraph 
6 sets a maximum income that any veteran may receive from subsistence plus 
wages. 

Paragraph 6, section (b) of S. 1940 sets a minimum of 36 hours per week for 
full-time training in trade schools, on-the-job training, and apprenticeship train- 
ing. In many industries a work week of less than 36 hours has been set through 
collective bargaining. In fact, several collective bargaining agreements provide 
for workweeks of 30 hours and less, to a minimum of 23% hours. Veterans 
training in establishments under such collective bargaining agreements have 
been unable to secure full-time subsistence allowances due to the 36 hour min- 
imum, which is also contained in the present law. The American Federation 
of Labor strongly urges that paragraph 6, section (b) be changed to read as 
follows: 

“For the purpose of this part, a trade or technical course, offered on a clock- 
hour basis below college level, shall be considered a full-time course when a 
minimum of thirty-six hours per week of attendance is required. For training 
in those occupations which are customarily learned through apprenticeship or 
other training on-the-job, full-time training will consist of the standard work- 
week of the establishment at which training is pursued, but not less than 
thirtg-six hours per week, except where a standard workweek of less than thirty- 
six hours has been established as a result of bona fide collective bargaining be- 
tween employers and employees.” 

We hope that the committee, in its sincere attempt to extend education and 
training benefits to veterans serving on or after June 27, 1950, on a sound basis, 
will favorably consider the recommendations of the American Federation of 
Labor—an organization long devoted to the advancement of public education 
and vocational training. 





ee 
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LETTER FROM MILITARY ORDER OF THE PURPLE HEART, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


SEPTEMBER 18, 1951. 


The Honorable JAMres E. Murray, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Str: The National Organization of the Military Order of the Purple Heart at 
its last convention has gone on record as approving S. 1940, reopening education 
and training benefits for those who served in naval or air service after June 
1950. We feel that this will give the boys who were taken out of school a chance 
to finish their schooling, and that this is a most worthy cause. 

Respectfully yours, 
MILITARY ORDER OF THE PURPLE HEART, 
By I. KaurMan, National Chairman, Legislation. 


Lerrer FroM NATIONAL CoUNCIL oF CHIEF STATE ScHOOL OFFICERS ENCLOSING 
Turee LETTERS FROM SUPERINTENDENTS OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION IN NORTH 
CAROLINA, CALIFORNIA, AND OHIO 

OcrToBerR 11, 1951. 


Mr. Putte RopGers, 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. RopGers: In accordance with our telephone conversation this after- 
noon with Mr. Heerlein, we are enclosing for the record letters on 8S. 1940 from 
the superintendents of public instruction from the States of North Carolina, 
California, and Ohio. 

We appreciate this opportunity to submit these letters for the record of the 
hearings on 8S. 1940. 

Sincerely yours, 
EpGAR FULLER, 
Erecutive Secretary. 


OcToBER 4, 1951. 
Dr. Encar FULLER, 
Peecutive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington 6, D. C. 

Dear Dr. Futter: I have read very carefully your testimony in connection 
with S. 1940, and I am writing to say that I am in hearty agreement with the 
position which you have taken. I do believe that a GI scholarship program 
administered through the United States Office of Education and coordinated 
with other scholarship programs as suggested in your letter would be the most 
effective way to handle what I believe to be a national responsibility. It is 
unthinkable that any matter relating to any phase of the administration of 
education within the several States should not provide responsibility and dis- 
cretion for proper administrative officials within the States. This is a principle 
the preservation of which we must watch carefully in all educational legis- 
lation at the Federal level if we are to maintain that democratic organization 
through which educational progress has been fostered in the several States of 
the Union since the inception of our Federal Government. 

With best wishes and kindest personal regards, I am 

Very truly yours, 
CryDE A. ERwIN, 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
State of North Carolina. 


OcTOBER 1, 1951. 
Dr. EpGAR FULLER, 
Executive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington 6, D. C. 

DeaR Dr. FULLER: This is in reply to your letter dated September 20, 1951, in 
which you enclosed a copy of your testimony on Senate bill 1940 presented Sep- 
tember 19, 1951, before the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

After having carefully analyzed S. 1940, and conferred with staff members 
engaged in the veterans’ education program, I wholeheartedly concur with the 
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comments you have so well presented in opposition to the bill and recommend 
the substitution of a more desirable bill for consideration. Staff members have 
advised me that the National Association of State Approval Agencies in Cco- 
operation with the Teague Congressional Committee are preparing a bill which 
will more nearly reflect the wishes of those who are most concerned with pro- 
viding an adequate educational program for veterans, and thus eliminate the 
many objectionable features to be found in the present bill. I am concerned 
with any proposed measure which carries provisions for possible Federal control 
over education in general, and the veterans’ education in particular. I am in 
favor of educational benfits or scholarships to veterans of the present conflict ; 
but opposed to any legislation which would attempt to restrict the veterans’ 
education to the extent that it would deny educational opportunities to many 
deserving veterans. 

We in California have had our share of the problems with the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration in the administration of the current law, both in the capacity of 
a State approval agency, and in the capacity of negotiating contracts and agree- 
ments with the Veterans’ Administration for and on behalf of the public schools 
of California. We have seen many arbitrary decisions imposed by the Veterans’ 
Administration in the administration of the program. Public and private 
schools have been besieged with instructions and regulations making it almost 
impossible to keep abreast of the many changes. We have noted with some 
apprehension the gradual trend of the Veterans’ Administration to impose 
through its many instructions and regulations greater control over the educa- 
tional program. The Veterans’ Administration has placed numerous interpreta- 
tions on Public Law 346, which I am sure were never intended by the framers 
of the Act. It appears that such restrictions and interpretations have been 
dictated by Veterans’ Administration officials without regard to educational 
soundness or the veterans’ welfare. It therefore seems that in the consideration 
of an educational bill for those who are in the present emergency, it should be 
made certain that there shall be no duplication of the mistakes or abuses of 
the past. 

Our strongest opposition to S. 1940 is in the authority given to the Veterans’ 
Administration in areas of educational activities which should be the sole re- 
sponsibility of the State approval agency. We have prepared some comments 
on the various provisions of the bill which are indicated below : 

1. We favor the deletion of a limiting age for entitlement and any provision 
which stipulates that the education or training was interrupted by reason of 
entrance into the service. We feel that the best interest of the country and 
the individual are served by placing no requirements for benefits on the basis 
of age, actual interruption of study, or need. 

2. We do not see any particular justification for the change in the period of 
time allowed for initiating training. The requirement applicable to World War 
II veterans of 4 years after discharge or a certain date (July 25, 1951), which- 
ever is later, seems to be a more reasonable period for initiating training than 
the proposed period of 2 years under S. 1940. 

3. We note with concern the provision of the bill which states, “From time to 
time the Administrator shall secure from the appropriate agency of each State 
a list of the educational and training institutions (including industrial estab- 
lishments) within such jurisdiction which are qualified and equipped to furnish 
education or training, with such additional ones as may be recognized and ap- 
proved by the Administrator, shall be deemed qualified and approved to furnish 
education or training to such persons * * *.” Wesee in this provision of the 
bill limitations placed upon the State approval agencies’ responsibilities, even 
to the extent that they may become meaningless by the very fact that their au- 
thority can be supplemented or overruled by the decision of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration Administrator. We suggest that the recommendations proposed by 
the National Association of State Approval Agencies be substituted for the above- 
mentioned section of the bill. Their recommendation provides that “The chief 
executive of each of the several States or Territories shall designate some agency 
or agencies of the State or Territorial governments to act as approval and super- 
vising agency or agencies for all institutions or establishments seeking to qualify 
to offer training to veterans within the purview of this act. In approving insti- 
tutions, such agencies shall not be limited to the minimum requirements set forth 
in this act, but may add further requirements or restrictions in keeping with the 
educational policies of the individual States or Territories. The findings of the 
State approval agencies as to such requirements shall be final.” 
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4. Repeatedly throughout the bill we find statements to the effect that when 
the Administrator finds certain conditions existing or certain requirements being 
met he may take appropriate action which in numerous instances calls for the 
judgment of those closer to the educational program. For example, the decision 
as to whether the conduct or progress of a veteran is satisfactory according to 
the regularly prescribed standards and practices of the institution is left to the 
judgment of the Administrator rather than to the judgment of the institution. 
Likewise, it is stated in the bill that no school or course shall be approved unless 
the Administrator finds that it was in operation for a period of 1 year imme- 
diately prior to the date of approval. It should be the State approval agencies’ 
responsibility to determine as to whether the school or the course meets the above 
requirements. We also feel that the State approval agency should have the sole 
responsibility of approving any new or existing institution if it is essential to 
meet the requirements of the veterans in the particular State rather than leaving 
the approval to the discretion of the Administrator after the institution has 
been certified by the State approval agency on the basis of essentiality. On page 
24, line 20 of S. 1940 we again note the authority being given to the Administra- 
tor to refuse the awarding of benefits under the act if he finds that the institution 
is not meeting the educational requirements. 

5. We are of the opinion that the trade or technical courses offered on a clock- 
hour basis below the college level, for training in those occupations which are 
customarily learned through apprenticeship or other training of the on-the-job 
type, should be considered full-time courses when a minimum of 30 hours per 
week of attendance is required rather than the 36 hours minimum as prescribed 
in §. 1940. 

We could enumerate further objections to the bill but we feel, as you do, that 
there are certain fundamental principles which must be clarified before con- 
sidering other particulars of the bill. 

We in California are quite proud of the manner in which we have supervised 
the veterans’ educational program in the State. The State board of education 
has developed a well-defined and an extensive set of regulations pertaining to 
the approval of institutions for the training of veterans under Public Law 346, 
as amended. The regulations are continuously under the scrutiny of the staff 
members for possible improvement and recommendations for changes. We are 
enclosing a copy of title 5, subchapter 6, of the California Administrative Code, 
which pertains to the approval of institutions for the education and training of 
veterans under Public Law 346, as amended. 

May I again commend you for the excellent presentation you made before the 
Senate committee on the objectionable features of 8. 1940. I would appreciate 
being advised of any further developments and, if I can be of any particular 
assistance, please feel free to avail yourself of the services of my office. 

Sincerely, 
Roy E. Simpson, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State of California. 


SEPTEMBER 27, 1951. 
Dr. EpGar FULLER, 
Burecutive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
1201 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Dear Dr. Futter: Your letter of September 20, 1951, with enclosed testimony 
on 8S. 1940 which you gave before the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare September 19, 1951, has been received and studied with great interest. 

May I state that the State Department of Education, State of Ohio, fully con- 
curs in your testimony as given before the Senate committee. It seems that 
again, as in 1944, the Federal agency which is sponsoring this veterans’ bill does 
not find it feasible to consult with the professional associations of educators 
concerned with veterans’ education in the various States or with the State com- 
missioners and Superintendents of schools in the 48 States and in the Territories 
and island dependencies in order that the sponsors of the bill might receive the 
advice and counsel of the afore-mentioned departments and associations. 

Certainly the State of Ohio favors benefits for veterans of Korea and other 
veterans who serve their country. However, we are of the opinion that the 
benefits should be in the form of scholarships for education and prefer that the 
legislation should be administered from the education agency of the Federal 
Government, which is the United States Office of Education. As you state in 
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your testimony, education is a State and local function and the Federal Govern- 
ment should rely heavily upon the regular State and local school systems and 
the colleges and universities to assume substantial responsibilities under this 
bill. 

We have found, through our past experience with this Federal controlling 
agency, that the State approval agencies are given limited responsibilities, but in 
no important instance are they given authority which cannot be supplemented or 
overruled by the decision of the Veterans’ Administrator. This one point alone 
creates a very undesirable situation insofar as the administration of an educa- 
tional program, such as the GI bill, is concerned. 

May the State Department of Education, State of Ohio, affirm the sound and 

logical reasoning as offered in your report and especially the five points you 
listed as the fundamental principles of the new bill; namely, “(1) that the new 
legislation be regarded as educational legislation and its benefits for veterans as 
educational benefits; (2) that the scholarships be administered with a minimum 
of Federal control of and interference with school systems, institutions, and 
other educational establishments in the States; (3) that the scholarship system 
for veterans be coordinated with the State and local administration of school 
systems, institutions, and other educational establishments in ways to encourage 
State and local autonomy in education; (4) that final accreditation of school 
ystems, institutions, and other educational establishments eligible to honor 
veterans’ scholarships be determined by the States; (5) that final judgment of 
the success or failure of a veteran in his educational work be determined by the 
accredited school system, institution, or other educational establishment in which 
he is enrolled or, in exceptional cases, by a State agency established for this 
purpose.” 

Please advise if you feel this office can be of assistance in this vital educational 
matter. 

Very truly yours, 
CLYDE HIssone, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State of Ohio. 


LETTER FROM RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 
SEPTEMBER 19, 1951. 
Hon. JAMes E. Murray, 
Chairman, Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Murray: The Reserve Officers Association has been following 
with great interest your hearings on S. 1940, which would extend to veterans 
called subsequent to June 27, 1950, some of the privileges of the so-called GI Bill 
of Rights. 

The Reserve Officers Association feels quite strongly that fair and equitable 
treatment insofar as educational privileges and other benefits should be extended 
by this legislation to individuals in the Reserve and National Guard who have 
been recalled to serve their country for a second time. 

An equitable solution might be to set a maximum period in which an individual 
might be entitled to receive educational benefits, and to prorate that if necessary 
between the educational benefits accrued by World War II service and that 
accrued by those who are serving in the present crisis. 

There is no doubt in the minds of any of our association that your committee 
will come up with a fair and equitable plan for these particular reservists and 
National Guard men who have been called; so, we address our remarks only to 
the general principle with no suggestion as to the details of the legislation. We 
do feel most emphatically that the veterans of this expansion of the armed serv- 
ices, including those who are serving a second time, should receive benefits 
identical to those give to veterans of World War II. 

Sincerely yours, 
EK. A. Evans, 
Executive Director. 


(Following statement authorized on behalf of general executive board and 
President Sal B. Hoffmann, as prepared by Arthur G. McDowell, administrative 
assistant to the president, Upholsterers’ International Union of North America— 
AFL:) 


Se 
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STATEMENT OF UPHOLSTERER’S INTERNATIONAL UNION OF NortTH AMERICA—AFL, 
SEPTEMBER 21, 1951 


I. STATEMENT OF INTEREST AND QUALIFICATION 


The Upholsterers’ International Union of North America, affiliated with the 
American Federation of Labor, has its headquarters and principal national place 
of business at 1500 North Broad Street, Philadelphia 21, Pa. This union, founded 
in Chicago in 1892 and maintaining continuous existence as an affiliate of the 
American Federation of Labor since that time, has approximately 60,000 mem- 
bers in the United States, Puerto Rico, and Canada. Its membership falls into 
five principal categories of upholstered furniture workers, wood furnituye, mat- 
tress and bedding, burial casket and canvas, tent and awning workers. F& is the 
largest single collective-bargaining agency in the five key industries. Outside of 
a limited number of box-spring makers in the mattress and bedding industry, 
the principal recognized apprenticeable trades in the industries covered by our 
union and the only occupations which could be legitimately recognized as skilled 
trades capable of acquirement by systematic training are, respectively : uphol- 
sterers in the upholstered-furniture industry and cabinetmakers in the wood- 
furniture industry. 

At the peak of enrollment in private trade-school institutions under the GI 
Bill of Rights as of October 31, 1949, according to the so-called Gray report of 
January 25, 1950, in excess of 12,000 GI students were enrolled in schools pur- 
porting to train in cabinetmaking and upholstering. It should be noted as evi- 
dence of the ridiculous nature of this result. as indicated by this figure, that 
total employment for all production workers in the upholstered-furniture indus- 
try in the United States, including all operations in addition to upholsterer, is 
less than 40,000, and that this number enrolled in the GI training schools in 
upholstering courses at this one time exceeded total employment capabilities 
for this occupation for this entire industry in the United States. It should 
further be noted that, whereas on the systematically developed and carefully 
supervised Federal apprenticeship-training program, there was at the same date 
approximately 2,500 unholstering apprentices and 5,000 cabinetmaking apprentices 
registered, reflecting in general the actual proportions between the two occupa- 
tions and the true industrial balance. 

The Upholsterers’ International Union’s officers had their attention called to 
actual and potential evils, destructive of the interests of the industry, the tax- 
payer, and the veteran, particularly in the Pennsylvania area, late in 1947 and 
early in 1948. Investigation of ad hoe private-profit industrial-training schools 
set up to enroll veterans under the GI Bill of Rights in Pennsylvania, and 
particularly in Philadelphia, early revealed that these schools were set up by 
people ‘with no experience whatsoever in the trades to be taught and with no 
conception of standards to ensure any benefit to the veteran and without any care 
or judgment in the seeking of qualified personnel adequate to instruct the most 
interested and proficient student. 

When protest was made against the licensing of such a school to the certify- 
ing board of the State of Pennsylvania, it was discovered that there was no 
possibility or provision under said State board for adequately investigating or 
processing applications for certification of these private-profit trade schools; 
no secure method of getting investigation made prior to certification, and no 
provision for supervision after certification. The union discovered in the course 
of its exploration that the original legislation decentralized the certifying pro- 
cedure into the hands of the States, very unevenly or not at all prepared with 
an agency to care for the function, and that no funds for reimbursement of 
States for such supervisory function was provided, and that in the original 
statute there seemed to be no mandate upon the Veterans’ Administrution to 
exert any supervision of these schools. Once in operation and after an ill- 
conceived and false economy move in the final session of the Eightieth Congress 
had wiped out the Training Division of the Veterans’ Administration, there was 
no actual administrative machine provided for the supervision of the expendi- 
ture of some of the largest sums of public money ever laid out by the Federal 
Government. 

Dismayed by the conclusions above cited acquired from their experience with 
the operation of the GI Bill of Rights in respect to authorization of private- 
profit trade schools, the officers of the Upholsterers’ International Union en- 
gaged in further investigation and found a run-away situation involving even 
further and larger-scale abuses in other trades than in the upholstered-furniture 
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trade. So far as could be determined, for example, by late 1948, there seemed 
to be approximately 3,000 GI’s, it was indicated on very adequate surveys avail- 
able to the union, in watchmaking schools in Pennsylvania, where the watch- 
making industry, at its maximum, employs approximately 2,000 at the optimum 
in that State. 

The Upholsterers’ International Union therefore authorized the author 
of this statement in January of 1949 to make representation to Members of 
the Congress in the city of Philadelphia, asking that this invitation to wide- 
spread corruption and looting of the Federal Treasury be investigated. It was 
consequent to material submitted by the Upholsterers’ International Union 
that House Resolution 211 was introduced in the House of Representatives by 
Congressman Earl Chudoff, of Pennsylvania, on May 12, 1949, which, after 
pending through all of the first session and most of the second session of the 
Righty-first Congress, was duplicated by the resolution of Congressman Teague, 
of Texas, which was adopted and led to the formation of the present select 
committee of the House for investigation of education and training under the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act still in process, some of the results of which 
were processed to this committee of the Senate by Chairman Teague of that 
select committee on September 18, 1951. 

While complaints filed through the Veterans’ Administration by the 
Upholsterers’ International Union in the early part of 1949 and requests for 
information as to the actual operation of the private trade-school portion of 
the Veterans’ Administration program under the GI bill of rights were met with 
denials of statutory power, administrative information, and so forth, the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, through Senate Report 1156, dated 
October 11, 1949, solicited and received on January 25, 1950, a most complete 
and devastating report from Carl R. Gray, Jr., Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs—-a most devastating confirmation of all the allegations of waste, fakery, 
and misuse of funds by the private trade-school industries, brought into existence 
by the lush opportunities provided by the loosely drawn sections of the Service- 
men's Readjustment Act. 

Regrettably, the recommendations of the Gray report and the plain lessons 
of its revelations were not given legislative effect in the second session of the 
Highty-first Congress, but instead a measure which originated in the Senate 
prior to the Gray report and the slightly modified version known as the Taft- 
Teague bill was actually passed by both Houses in the second session of the 
Kighty-first Congress, which acted to remove administrative restrictions be- 
latedly placed upon this program in at least the interest of the public purse, if 
not of adequate training for the veteran in the course of the revelations 
since 1948. 

Because of this active and leading concern with the operation of this legislation 
on this particular program and our success in predicting the inevitable scandal 
reflected in the interim reports of the House select committee for investigation 
of this program, known as the Teague committee, and the long series of Federal- 
court indictments against private-school operators, the Upholsterers’ Interna- 
tional Union feels specifically qualified to place certain constructive and critical 
comments on the legislation pending before this committee as Senate 1940. 


II, STATEMENT OF POSITION 


In general, we would welcome most of the provisions of Senate 1940 in its 
revised extension of the privileges of the GI Bill of Rights by an entitlement of 
those war veterans plunged into active service consequent to the war in Korea. 
Measurements for requirements of standards in teaching and administration of 
schools holding themselves forth to veterans eligible to these training benefits 
are wisely provided, as they were grievously lacking in previous legislation. 
However, a perusal of Senate 1940 would indicate that many of the previous gaps 
in the legislation through which the dishonest and advantage-seeking private- 
school operator, low-wage employer, and the veteran who is content to misuse 
the program as a substitute for earned income, may still, though on a less lush 
seale, walk through, remain unplugged. 

One of the greatest and most unforgivable evils of the original legislation was 
the assignment of the certifying and supervisory function of the private trade 
schools of State agencies without any provision (1) to discover if such an agency 
did exist or was likely to be created, (2) setting standards which would bring 
about an adequate agency, and (3) provide funds for administering what was 
after all a Federal program and in which many States w®uld feel that they had 
no responsibility or even stake. 
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It is still true, for example, in the State of Pennsylvania, where some of the 
most outrageous scandals in connection with the operation of private trade 
schools exploiting the Government, the veteran, and the public sprang up, that 
legislation still provides a State board of private vocational schools which is 
exclusively made up of enterprisers, in turn, exclusively engaged in the operation 
of schools exclusively financed out of Federal GI benefit funds. Not a single 
member of this State board, under the law of the State, is required to have the 
slightest preparation or understanding of vocational education, and the majority 
of them, if not all, completely lack anything except the original ability to get a 
school certified from a previous board. 

The only adequate correction for this at the moment would seem to be tighten- 
ing of the provisions of the present bill in respect to the established ability of 
such schools to independently command the enrollment of serious students pay- 
ing their own tuition for the training involved toethe point that the vast majority 
of private trade schools organized to exploit the public purse in the years 1948, 
1949, and 1950 will be unable to qualify within the bounds provided for admin- 
istrative discretions of the Veterans’ Administration or the State certifying board. 

The provisions for regulation and enforcement of standards may reduce the 
large proportion of malingering on the part of those veterans who have used 
the GI private-trade-school program merely as an extension of unemployment- 
compensation privileges granted under other provisions of the act at one time. 
However, while the public purse may be to some degree more adequately pro- 
tected by S. 1940, it should be stated that in the opinion of this union, from 
its extensive experience, there is no way of making the private profit trade 
school, organized since the advent of this servicemen’s readjustment legislation, 
actually serve the veteran in terms of adequate training or to the benefit of 
private industry which, like our own, are constantly in need of really thoroughly 
trained, skilled journeymen, with the exception of those few old-established 
trade schools in existence years before the passage of the GI bill of rights. 
We have become thoroughly convinced that not only is it impossible for these 
trade schools to honestly offer the veteran training in the trade under our juris- 
diction, but that no amount of regulation will enable these schools to so serve. 

The case of the city of Philadelphia is very much a point in order. Following 
the end of World War II, the upholstered furniture industry in the city of 
Philadelphia was in drastic need of new skilled help. Over a period of the 
next couple of years, several hundred aprentices were enrolled in an industry 
that employs in this market only something in excess of 1,200 people at the 
time of full operation. These apprentice enrollees were practically 100 percent 
GI’s and many of them secured proper benefits as allowed under the GI bill of 
rights as apprentices. Where individuals showed no aptitude after a reasonable 
period of time, they were so informed and urged to seek something that they 
could handle or be useful at, but the greater proportion of those enrolled were 
either incorporated in the industry or were capable of such incorporation and 
failed to remain only because other opportunities offered something better. 

On the other hand, this international union, following the revelations of the 
scandalous practices characteristic of the private trade schools under the GI 
bill of rights, particularly in the city of Philadelphia, carried on a paid ad- 
vertising campaign inviting graduates of Philadelphia private profit upholster- 
ing trade schools to enroll with the union and be assigned to a job and rates 
commensurate with their training in the upholstered-furniture industry in the 
city of Philadelphia. This paid advertising campaign in the name of the 
union and the employers’ association finally resulted in the registration of a 
mere score of the hundreds of GI students who had passed through the three 
or four Philadelphia upholstering schools. On examination, with a charitable 
eye at the time when the industry and the completely unionized employers 
in the city of Philadelphia were anxiously seeking help and were very tolerant 
of limitations of new, young employees, not a single one of the registrants rank- 
ing from 1 to 2 years’ enrollment in Philadelphia upholstering schools showed 
enough benefit from his training to justify any of the associated employers in 
enrolling him. So far as is known today, as compared with the high percentage 
of those now still enrolled in the industry from the apprenticeship training 
program of the postwar years, there is not one single employee in Philaddelphia 
who has successfully started on the occupation of upholstering through these 
private trade schools. 

While the experience in other cities is not nearly so completely checked and 
decisive, it corresponds, in general, with differences only in minor details with 
the Philadelphia experience. The committee, from the point of view of the inter- 
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est of the veteran sincerely interested in training in a useful occupation after the 
tragic interruption of war military service, above all, certainly the interests of 
the taxpayer and of industries such as ours would be best served by cutting this 
dog’s tail off right behind the ears, so refining the provisions of Senate 1940 as to 
wipe out the participation of all the private trade schools holding themselves forth 
to veterans which have been organized since 1945 immediately following the first 
passage of the servicemen’s readjustment legislation. Legitimate apprentice- 
ship training programs as already provided for and supervised under Federal law 
have proven their legitimacy and usefulness in our industries and others under 
the GI bill of rights’ various provisions. Certainly the program for making the 
provision of higher education available to returned veterans has justified itself 
and the Nation has benefited in long-run terms, far outrunning the weight of 
public expenditure. 

It can be stated equally categorically that 95 percent of the funds and an equal 
portion of the time the veterans spent on the private trade schools and, to a lesser 
extent, on the training within an industry program which has not met apprentice- 
ship standards, has been a waste of funds and time which is enough to make a 
statue weep in grief. 

Senate 1940 can be supported by our organization as a step in the right direction 
in the new entitlement of new veterans to GI bill of rights benefits. Its reforms 
and restrictions belatedly reflect the experience and information as set forth in 
the Gray and other reports prepared or now being prepared. The only criticism 
of the bill is that it does not frankly face the fact that the private-trade-school 
program and a large part of the farm-training and training-within-an-industry 
program has been nothing more and remains nothing more than large-scale 
publie subsidy without public benefit of private interests under the false guise of 
giving deserved benefit and aid to those who have contributed to the Nation’s 
defense some of the most tragic years of their preparation for life and even some 
of their most productive years, 

Respectfully submitted. 

ARTHUR G. McDOWELL, 
Administrative Assistant to the President. 








